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Edwin L. Goodrich, Grain Valley, Mo., in
place of R. J. Fine, resigned.

Christian A. Greminger, Sainte Genevieve,
Mo., in place of P. A. Baechle, retired.

Dorian M. Alexander, Shelbyville, Mo., in
place of H. H. Forman, deceased.

MONTANA

Elsle P, Garbe, Pablo, Mont., in place of
F. L., Stimson, retired.

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Marlene M. Leger, West Swanzey, N.H., in
place of F. G. Naromore, retired.

NEW JERBEY

Alfonso W. Magurno, Bloomingdale, N.J.,
in place of L. A. Harby, removed.

John G. Hurley, Hackettstown, N.J. in
place of J. G. Stout, retired.

Norman H. Levbarg, Lakewood, N.J. in
place of W. H. Applegate, deceased.

Wilson G. Bell, Normandy Beach, N.J., in
place of W. L. Kessler, resigned.

NEW YORK

Jessle Bradley, Barryville, N.Y,, in place
of Eva Purcell, retired.

Ruth I. Robl, Black River, N.Y. in place
of W. R. Holt, retired.

Helen O, Miller, Cadyville, N.Y., in place of
H. N. Cataracte, retired.

Walter A. Kanas, East Moriches, N.Y., in
place of A. E. Olson, retired.

Bidney Schorr, Far Rockaway, N.Y., in
place of C. P. Buonora, deceased.

Walter E. Fitzgerald, Getzville, N.Y., in
place of W. G. Clare, deceased.

Evelyn M. Cassara, Highland Lake, N.Y.,
in place of Jeanette Bye, retired.

Glenn W. Sickles, Mumford, N.¥., in place
of F. T. Callan, deceased.

Gerald M. McGinnis, Norwood, N.Y., in
place of G. G. McQuald, deceased.

Clarence R. Ford, Saint Bonaventure, N.¥,,
in place of C. T. Glackin, deceased.

Walter S. Eckel, Schodack Landing, N.Y.,

in place of M. P. Van de Wal, retired.
Lavina M. Eubler, South Calro, N.Y, in
place of R. C. McLaren, deceased.
NORTH CAROLINA
Thelma J. Johnson, Ferguson, N.C., in
place of J. C. West, retired.
James H. Ross, Lincolnton, N.C., in place
of V. N. Falr, retired. ;
OHIO
Henry L. Hanson, Chesterland, Ohio, in
place of G. R. Evans, retired.
Norman G. Betz, Duncan Falls, Ohio, in
place of H. F. Laub, retired.
Eugene O. Place, Leipsic, Ohio, in place of
R. W. Wortman, deceased.
Harry R. Smith, Paulding, Ohio, in place
of E. E. Hardesty, retired.
Philip E. Foster, Winchester, Ohio, in place
of J. R. Short, retired.
OKLAHOMA
Doyle V. Strong, Beaver, Okla., in place of
D. D. Fry, deceased.
Dorthy J. Orton, Fort Towson, Okla., In
place of E. E. Meggs, deceased.
Charlie D. Payne, Lawton, Okla,, in place
of Bennle Stephens, retired.
Leta M. Brock, Mannsville, Okla,, in place
of D. A. Stilley, deceased.
James T. Hughston, Valliant, Okla., in place
of A. M. Mills, resigned.
OREGON

Bernice B. Muller, Wolf Creek, Oreg., in
place of B. M. Hopper, deceased.

PENNSYLVANIA

Herman E. Schwirian, Buena Vista, Pa., in
place of G. V. Lacey, resigned.

Margery B. Lehman, Duke Center, Pa., in
place of C. F. Semelsberger, deceased.

Nicholas C. Nachman, East Springfield, Pa.,
in place of M. G. Spencer, re

James L. Yingling, Gibsonia, Pa., In place
of J. A. Moore, deceased.
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Carl F. Englehart, Hunlock Creek, Pa., in
place of 8. C. Croop, deceased.

John W. Weller, James Creek, Pa., in place
of F. J. Garner, retired.

George A. Ciprich, Laceyville, Pa., in place
of A.C. O'Mara, retired.

William E. Noland, Lake Ariel, Pa., in place
of E. A. Deming, retired.

Charles E. Wise, Lebanon, Pa., in place of
D. E. Walter, removed.

Chester W. Marburger, Mars, Pa., in place
of J. M. Mattern, retired.

John W. Cooner, Millheim, Pa., in place of
W.J. McMullin, retired.

George W. Lauck, Jr., Pine Grove Mills,
Pa., in place of G. W. Lauck, retired.

Kathleen W. Cairns, Morgan, Pa., in place
of C. M. Viola, resigned.

Verla J. Hill, Needmore Pa., in place of
M. M. Waltz, retired.

Francis J. Augostine, New Castle, Pa., in
place of W. R. Hanna, deceased.

Willlam H. Jones, Ralston, Pa., in place
of J. M. Dougherty, retired.

Michael Conrad, Jr., Worthington, Pa., in
place of R. H. Weaver, retired.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Henry Summerall, Aiken, 8.C., in place of
B. R. Permenter, retired.

Ruby G. Hodge, Alcolu, S.C., in place of
N.E. Hodge, retired.

Joseph G. Orvin, Manning, S.C., in place of
J J. Ropp, retired.

Clara M. Mason, Varnville, 8.C., in place of
L. P. Ginn, retired.

TENNESSEE

Juanita J. Waller, Baxter, Tenn., in place
of W. V. Cole. retired.

Frederick C. James, Jr., Gadsden, Tenn,, in
place of M. J. Cox, retired.

Woodrow W. Parker, Jasper, Tenn,, in place
of W. W. Turner, retired.

TEXAS

Charles D. Brown, Bremond, Tex., in place
‘of A, H, Clark, retired.

Marion E. Summers, Dripping Springs, Tex.,
in place of M. L. Spaw, retired.

Sadie B, Davis, Elgin, Tex., in place of E. N.
Sowell, retired.

Eddie G. Rinehart, Franklin, Tex., in place
of R. B. Truett, retired.

Arthur W. Faubion, Leander, Tex., in place
of D. R. Sherman, transferred.

T, C. Wilhite, Pecan Gap, Tex., in place of
U. B. Walker, retired.

UTAH

Ray M. Wettstein, Woods Cross, Utah, in
place of N. M. Ballard, retired.

VERMONT

James R. Hudson, East Montpelier, Vt., in
place of J. P. Dudley, deceased.

Stanley R. Beauregard, Saint Albans, Vt., in
place of H. G. Eennedy, retired.

Paul W. Rivait, Salisbury, Vt., in place of
J. E. Petersen, retired.

Herman W. Mercler, Swanton, Vt., in place
of 1. E. Bronson, retired.

VIRGINIA

Clarence M. Vassar, Charlotte Court House,
Va., in place of W. H, Smith, Jr,, retired.

Byron A. Pepper, Colonial Beach, Va., in
place of J. M. Mason, retired

WASHINGTON

Lavern M. Deane, Anacortes, Wash, in
place of G. N. Dalstead, retired.

Lynn I. SBauve, Moxee City, Wash., in place
of G. 8. Cartier, retired,

George C. Hale, Saint John, Wash,, in place
of M. 5. Falk, retired.

Vada P. McMullan, Wenatchee, Wash., in
place of J. F. Lester, deceased.

WEST VIRGINIA

Robert A. Underwood, Ellenboro, W, Va.,
in place of O. L., Curry, retired.

Billy J. Blankenship, Itmann, W, Va,, in
place of V. B. Coleman, retired.
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Thomas E. Roberts, Keystone, W. Va., in
place of F. A, Webb, transferred.
Lanelle W. Michael, Sinks Grove, W. Va., in
place of L. R. Lemons, retired.
WISCONSIN
John M. Stauffacher, Darlington, Wis., in
place of W. R. McCarville, transferred.
John Welnberg, Gleason, Wis,, in place of
E. E, Welch, retired.
Fredean P. Miller, Powers Lake, Wis., in
place of Carl Pretzman, retired.
Jerome M. Eowaleski, Wild Rose, Wis., in
place of E. C. Jones, transferred.
CoAsT AND GEODETIC SURVEY
The following for permanent appointment
to the grades indicated in the Coast and
Geodetic Survey:
To be commanders
Pentti A. Stark
Merlyn E. Natto
Alfred C. Holmes
To be lieutenants
Francis D. Moran Charles K. Paul
John W. Bricker Dee E. Kimbell
Donald J. Florwick :
To be ensigns
Robert T. Coffin
Henry L. Pittock III
Ronald W. Elonen

James H. Allred
Gordon E. Mills
Paul W, Larsen
Michael Gemperle John B. Jones
Leland L. Reinke Thomas E. Ryder
Christian Andreasen Edgar N. Vail

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THuURrsDAY, JuLy 11, 1963

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Amos 5: 24: Let judgment run down
as waters, and righteousness as a mighty
stream.

Eternal and ever-blessed God, may our
President, our Speaker, and our Mem-
bers of Congress know how to steer the
ship of state during these days, through
perilous waters and guide it into those
channels which lead to peace and pros-
perity.

Give them wisdom to consider every
piece of legislation with fairness and
frankness, judging it conscientiously
and prayerfully and then express them-
selves, as statesmen, with a voice and
a vote that manifests candor and free-
dom.

May the day speedily come in our
Republic when all our citizens shall be
free and capable of thinking independ-
ently for themselves and not be dominat-
ed by prejudice and expediency or by
popular opinion or movement of any
party and parties, but when our Govern-
ment shall truly be “a government of
the people, by the people, and for the
people.”

Hear us in Christ’s name.

Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
MecGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
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amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 40. An act to assist the States to pro-
vide additional facilitles for research at the
State agricultural experiment statlons.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the comncurrence of the
House is requested:

S.851. An act to amend the act authorlz-
ing the transmission and disposition by the
Secretary of the Interior of electric energy
generated at Falcon Dam on the Rio Grande
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
also market power generated at Amistad Dam
on the Rio Grande.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 3872) entitled “An act to
increase the lending authority of the Ex-
port-Import Bank of Washington, to ex-
tend the period within which the Export-
Import Bank of Washington may
exercise its functions, and for other pur-
poses”, disagreed to by the House; agrees
to the conference asked by the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. CLaRK, Mr.
SPARKMAN, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. WILLIAMS
of New Jersey, Mrs. NEUBERGER, Mr. Mc-
INTYRE, Mr. DoMminick, Mr. ToweRr, and
Mr. Javits to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

AUTHORIZING ADMINISTRATOR OF
GSA TO PROVIDE FOR PURCHASE,
ETC., OF ELECTRONIC DATA
PROCESSING EQUIPMENT

Mr., THORNBERRY, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the follow-
ing privileged resolution (H. Res. 432,
Rept. No. 539), which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (HR.
5171) to authorize the Administrator of the
General Services Administration to co-
ordinate and otherwise provide for the eco-
nomic and efficient purchase, lease, mainte-
nance, operation, and utilization of electronic
data processing equipment by Federal de-
partments and agencies. After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and
shall continue not to exceed one hour, to
be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Government Operations,
the bill shall be read for amendment under
the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of
the consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

REPEAL OF SUBSECTION (d) OF
SECTION 2388 OF TITLE 18, UNITED
STATES CODE

Mr. THORNBERRY, on behalf of Mr.
CoLmMEeR, from the Committee on Rules,
reported the following privileged resolu-
tion (H. Res. 433, Rept. No. 540), which
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was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
4897) to repeal subsection (d) of section
2388 of title 18 of the United States Code.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed
one hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on the
Judiciary, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. At the
conclusion of the consideration of the bill
for amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit.

THE NAVY AND THE LATEST
BATHING SUITS

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I was
shocked and dismayed by an illustrated
article which appears in the Saturday
Evening Post of July 13 to July 20, 1963.
The headline is “Trim New Swimsuits
for Summer Maneuvers—An Exclusive
Preview of the Bathing Outfits Soon To
Hit the Beaches Shows Midriffs in
Exposed Positions While the Bikini
Achieves a Strategic Advance and Fab-
rics Make Critics Wonder if the Suits
Are Really Immersible.” Then followed
large colored pictures—one is entitled
“Lycra Suit by Roxanne Receives Tank
Test and Attention from Seabees of a
Navy Amphibious Construction Bat-
talion.” A model is pictured with nine
Seabees. Next is a full-page picture en-
titled “Making Practice Landing, Camp
Pendleton Marines Engulf Models in
Avant-Garde Suits.” Here we see our
marines, in full battle dress, pictured
with several models. Another picture
bears the title: “Members of Navy’s Un-
derwater Demeolition Unit I, Training in
San Diego, Clamber up Coronado Rocks
Among Sunbathers Wearing Vinyl
Suits.” Models in the new swimsuits are
shown with the demolition team.

A full and accurate explanation is due
us by the Secretary of the Navy and all
those responsible for permitting such
photos to be taken and published. In
my estimation, this article is an unfair
reflection on all our fighting men in
all the services and they must resent it.
That our marines, in battle dress, are
pictured in such a frolicking manner is
a disgrace to our Marine Corps, long ad-
mired and respected for their bravery in
battle, as well as to every man serving
in the Navy.

What an image of decadence this ar-
ticle creates. Is this the kind of serv-
ice we are asking of our men and per-
mitting them to perform? What, then,
is the need for calling young men fo
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service, interrupting their education and
working careers? What of the wives
who are compelled to face all the prob-
lems of rearing young children alone
while their husbands are away perform-
ing their military obligations?

If there can be some reasonable ex-
cuse for this shambles, I should like to
hear it. And I maintain that no matter
how plausible an explanation is given
us, the whole impression is so bad and
tragic from a psychological standpoint,
that the entire episode is unforgivable.

COMMITTEE ON BANEING AND
CURRENCY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking and Currency may be per-
mitted to sit today during general debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

FEDERAL APPRENTICESHIP BILL

Mr. REID of New York. Mr, Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. REID of New York. MTr. Speaker,
I am introducing today a Federal appren-
ticeship bill to prohibit discrimination in
apprenticeship, on-the-job training, up-

- grading, and other joint labor-manage-

ment training programs.

The bill eovers labor organizations,
employers, and certain other hiring and
training organizations.

It sets up an Apprenticeship Training
Commission composed of five salaried
commissioners to be appointed by the
President on a bipartisan basis.

Jurisdiction of the States having ef-
fective antidiscrimination laws is pre-
served. The Commission would have the
power to utilize regional, State, and local
agencies to accomplish its purposes.

Mr. Speaker, the need for such legis-
lation is clear. The best available esti-
mates indicate that only 2 percent of
those undergoing apprentice training in
the United States are Negro; and that
out of a Negro work force of some 7 mil-
lion—11 fo 20 percent are unemployed—
twice that of other workers.

Apprentice training in all its aspects
covers well over one-half million jobs a
year. Where discrimination exists in
this area it prejudices American society
from the home to the school and wastes
some of our best human resources.

Mr. Speaker, a few weeks ago, on
June 4, I joined in introducing the Equal
Rights Act of 1963 to enable individuals
and the Federal Government to initiate
civil cases to enforce 14th amendment
guarantees in the use of public facili-
ties; and to enable the Attorney General
to invoke Bill of Rights protections for
individuals by initiating civil injunective
actions on their behalf.

It is my hope that the Congress will
enact this additional legislation intro-
duced today as the right—on merit—to
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seek gainful employment that is basic to
our concept of democracy. The denial
of this right to join a union or to partici-
pate in joint labor-management training
programs hurts the individual, the fam-
ily, and the community.

McCORMACK PARK

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Connecticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, this
morning I walked to the office through
the area bounded by Independence Ave-
nue and C Street. This is the area from
which the buildings were recently re-
moved. The cellars have been filled in
and the open spaces have been graded
and seeded and are now covered with a
pleasant growth of fresh, green grass.
A remarkable number of trees have been
preserved and stand in full foliage.
Birds flit from tree to tree and fill the
air with pleasant song. Altogether, this
is a peaceful and verdant oasis in the
midst of the brick and concrete of Capi-
tol Hill,

I have never been clear as to the rea-
son for the acquisition of this property.
Speaker Rayburn indicated that it would
be used for an addition to the Library of
Congress, Others have proposed its use
as a memorial to James Madison, but
there appears to be no clear-cut decision
or policy in this regard.

By spending a small amount of money,
this area could be made into a pleasant
park which would provide a much needed
area of recreation and repose in the
midst of the legislative hurly-burly of the
Hill. A few more trees could be planted,
some shrubbery installed, paths con-
structed, and benches set about at
convenient intervals. A Roman-style
fountain could be installed so that the
musical splash of its water could provide
a note of refreshment in the warm sum-
mer weather.

I regretted losing the rows of historic
houses which were demolished in the
course of this reconstruction, but it may
be that we have acquired a more satisfy-
ing natural asset if we have the good
sense to preserve it.

Since this park should have a name, I
suggest that it be named in honor of the
present Speaker of the House. We now
have the Cannon, Longworth, and Ray-
burn Office Buildings.

Why not McCormack Park?

PRAYER IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, on
Tuesday I placed at the desk for the
first time as a Member of the House a
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discharge petition to bring before the
House my resolution, House Resolution
407, that would provide a rule to debate
and act upon House Joint Resolution
9, to amend the Constitution to off-
set the Supreme Court decision to permit
prayer in public schools and all public
places on a voluntary, nondenomina-
tional basis. The petition is before the
House. We need 218 signatures.

I call your attention to the wonderful
action of the great and honored Speaker
of the House in having placed above his
dais the words “In God we trust.” And
he does place his trust in Almighty God.
I always did respect our great Speaker,
but this action on his part even increased
my respect for him.

Not only should we amend the Con-
stitution to offset the two cases the
Supreme Court has already decided, but
these cases now under preparation, one
to remove “In God we trust” from our
currency and another to take “under
God” from the Pledge of Allegiance.

As I said before, the urgency of this
matter leaves me with no alternative
but to file this petition. I know many
Members, like myself, have never signed
a discharge petition. I have never
signed one for material things, or for
madterial benefits. This discharge peti-
tion deals with our belief in Almighty
God and our right to preserve it. I be-
lieve our faith in Almighty God is the
foundation of our country. If we do not
take action and sign this discharge peti-
tion, I think we are doing a disservice
to our religion and our free society. I
urge you to sign this petition now as
rapidly as possible in order to bring this
matter before the House.

I also stated in a personal letter to all
my colleagues in the House, that:

The urgency of this matter leaves me no
alternative, if, as I belleve, we are to prevent
the advocates of a godless society to accom-
plish in the United States that which the
Communists have accomplished in Soviet

Russia. I canot sit idly by and permit this
to happen.

This discharge petition does not pro-
vide any ordinary legislation but it will
give the people of this country the right
to decide, through their State legisla-
tures, to amend the Constitution and re-
establish the basic law of the land as we
knew it for the past 150 years.

END THE EOREAN WAR STATE OF
EMERGENCY

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Nebraska?

There was no objection.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, on
Tuesday of this week I introduced a bill
to end the state of emergency which has
existed in this country since 1950. I have
two principal reasons for introducing
the bill, H.R. 7408.

First, ending the state of emergency
would require that Congress take posi-
tive action, under the Reorganization
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Act of 1946, to remain in session if our
business is not finished by July 31. This
might hopefully result in some effort to-
ward shorter sessions of the Congress.

Second, ending the state of emer-
gency would require an examination of
the extraordinary powers which still ac-
crue to the Federal Government as a
result of this state of emergency, pow-
ers which—if still needed—should be
provided by appropriate statute, not by
the excuse of a state of emergency be-
cause of a war which ended a decade ago.

I will press for early consideration of
this bill as a separate measure or as part
of consideration which may be given to
revisions of law to improve congressional
procedures. I will welcome support from
others who join me in these beliefs.

For the information of the Members,
I will list a few of the provisions in law
which remain in effect because of the
state of emergency. There are dozens
of others, perhaps even scores, many of
them obscure and unused at the present
time. The examples are:

Control over consumer credit may be
exercised only “during the time of war
beginning after” August 8, 1947, “‘or any
national emergency declared by the
President”—Public Law 80-386.

Contracts for supplies and services,
under Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act of 1949, may be negoti-
ated without advertising if determined to
be necessary in the public interest “dur-
ing the period of a national emergency
declared by the President or by the Con-
gress”’—Public Law 81-152.

Contracts for supplies and services,
under the Central Intelligence Agency
Act of 1949, may be negotiated without
advertising if determined to be neces-
sary in the public interest “during the
period of a national emergency declared
by the President or by the Congress”—
Public Law 81-110.

During any national emergency de-
clared by the President or by the Con-
gress, “the United States may have
exclusive or nonexclusive control and
possession of airports disposed of as sur-
plus under authority of this act”—Pub-
lic Law 80-289.

The President may provide for the con-
trol and anchorage of foreign-flag ves-
sels in territorial waters of the United
States, whenever he “finds that the se-
curity of the United States is endan-
gered by reason of actual or threatened
war, or invasion, or insurrection, or sub-
versive activity,” and so forth—Public
Law 81-679.

Charters of vessels may be terminated
by the Federal Maritime Board and ves-
sels of citizens may be requisitioned
“whenever the President shall proclaim
that the security of the national defense
makes it advisable, or during any na-
tional emergency declared by proclama-
tion of the President”—Public Law 76—
328.

LOYAL-TO-ORVILLE OATH
DROPPED

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the hundreds of conscientious,
able ASCS committeemen who are try-
ing to represent the best interests of the
farmers who elected them, I want to
thank Secretary of Agriculture Orville
Freeman for his belated action in can-
celing his earlier loyal-to-Orville oath.
His action announced in today’s Federal
Register carries out the purpose of my
House Joint Resolution 413 which I in-
troduced May 14.

Farm programs initiated by the Ken-
nedy administration are not necessarily
what the farmers themselves want. For
example, the wheat certificate plan the
administration backed was firmly de-
feated by wheat farmers in the May 21
referendum.

Farmer-elected ASCS committeemen
should not be required to ignore farmer
sentiment by pledging support for what~
ever control schemes emerge from Cap-
itol Hill. I am glad that Mr. Freeman
backed up and I hope he stays put.

OUR FOREIGN POLICY AND CUBA

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the genfleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, recent reports of the ground-
work which preceded the Organization
of American States Council meeting July
3 are extremely disturbing. On July 5
the New York Times reported that
Deputy Under Secretary of State for
Political Affairs U. Alexis Johmnson had
met with Latin American delegates to
the OAS. According to the Times, which
described its sources as “diplomatic in-
formants,” Mr. Johnson had told the
OAS delegates that Cuba no lenger
constituted a military threat to the
hemisphere.

We all know the result of the OAS
Council meeting which followed. The
Council split on the efforts to apply
stronger sanctions against Communist
Cuba.

Cuba does constifute a threat to this
hemisphere, and I doubt that any Mem-
ber of Congress now in office would deny
it.

Even the State Department press of-
ficer Richard Phillips would not deny
that Cuba remains a threat fo this
hemisphere. In a press conference
which followed the article on Johnson,
Phillips said:

Cuban-directed subversion efforts increased
during the past year.

And evidence bears out this fact, as we
have just seen in Venezuela where Amer-
ican oil properties are being sabotaged
by Castro agents.

Even a special OAS factfinding com-
mittee states that Castro subversion is
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threatening the security of this hemi-
sphere,

1 strongly urge that there be some cor-
rections made in our diplomatiec com-
munity to erase the absurd notion that
the American people want or will accept
peaceful coexistence with Communist
Castro.

This situation has been pointed up in
a recent editorial of the Miami Herald,
a newspaper which is known for its au-
thoritative comments and influence in
the field of inter-American affairs. Edi-
tor Don Shoemaker’s knowledgeable
analysis of OAS shows genuine alertness,
and under unanimous consent I include
it at this point in the REcorp.

WasHINGTON DOES THE SCUTTLING: AN INsIDE
Jon on THE OAS

‘When the Organization of American States
voted 14 to 1, with 4 abstentions, for new
curbs on Communist subversion from Cuba,
we raised a question: “Was the lack of una-
nimity in the OAS Council due to tiptoeing
leadership by U.S. spokesmen

The answer, it turns out, is worse than
“yes.” The influence of the United States
proved to be leadership in reverse—away
from instead of toward a hemisphere quar-
antine on the focus of infection in Cuba.

The OAS had scheduled a meeting July 3 to
act on a committee report calllng on all
member nations to break off diplomatic ties
with Communist Cuba and halt the flow of
agents, money, and propaganda from the oc~
cupied island into the rest of the New World.

On June 28, according to the New York
Times, U. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Under
Secretary of State for Political Affairs, held
a secret meeting with the OAS Council. The
Times was told that Mr. Johnson gave the
OAS delegates an appraisal of the changing
conditions in Cuba and sald Cuba no long-
er constituted a military threat to the hemi-
sphere.

By contrast, the OAS committee had re-
ported that Communist subversion from
Cuba was Intensifying.

The New York Times also reported: “U.S.
officials who have been analyzing Castro's
offers to "normalize” relations believe they are
motivated by a genuine desire to relieve ex-
ternal res on his e at a time
when it must concentrate on solving pressing
economic difficulties.

“They point out that Havana radio's re-
cent broadcasts to the United States and
Latin America have shown less aggressive-
ness.

“Simllar observations were made by Latin
American diplomats who recently returned
from Cuba. They sald that Castro had per-
sonally assured the Governments of Brazil
and Mexico that he would abandon his
campaign to subvert the Latin American
nations.”

The State Department promptly denled
that Mr. Johnson had reported a definite de-
crease of tensions in United States-Cuban re-
lations. The State Department’s official voice
did not, however, deny that Mr, Johnson met
secretly with the OAS Couneil.

What the New York Times d was
the impression gleaned from the June 28
session by Latin American diplomats. The
denial, after the split vote on July 3, was
too late to mend the damage.

The only conclusion we can draw from
this set of facts is that the State Depart-
ment tried to scuttle, in sdvance, the OAS
program for united action against commu-
nism in Cuba. Although almost three-
fourths of the members voted for the plan,
its failure is virtually guaranteed by the
U.S. leadership-in-reverse.

The State Department tiptoed backward

‘at a time when most people in the United

Btates wanted action to evict communism
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from Cuba. Incidents such as this make
us wonder whether U.S. foreign policy now-
adays Isn't indeed foreigm to the will of
the people who must support it with part of
their earnings and, if need be, with their
1ifeblood.

LOYALTY OATH RESCINDED BY
FREEMAN

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for 1
minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to call Members® attention to the
Federal Register of Thursday, July 11,
1963. On page 706 you will find that
Secretary of Agriculture Orville Free-
man has rescinded the so-called loyalty
oath. I commend him for it as about 37
House Members have introduced resolu-
tions to rescind the ridiculous oath and
I am please to learn congressional action
will not be necessary. Let me also ecall
your attention that in the so-called loy-
alty oath, or pledge, promulgated on
March 1, 1963, every county ccmmittee-
man, elected by the farmers, not ap-
pointed or selected by Mr. 5
would have been required to take a writ-
ten oath that “he would support the
program that he was called upon to ad-
minister.” It is high time, and again I
commend the Secretary, for finally tak-
ing this action. It will be well received
by hundreds of ASC committeemen
throughout the country.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute in order to ask the major-
ity leader if he can advise us as to the
program for the balance of this week
and also next week, if he can.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, as has
been previously announced, the House
will consider the District of Columbia
appropriation bill this afternoon. When
that bill is disposed of, we will ask to ad-
journ over to Monday, that is, if the bill
is disposed of today.

The legislative program for next week
is as follows:

Monday: Consent Calendar.

Tuesday: Private Calendar. Also H.R.
4897, repealing subsection (d) of section
2388 of title 18 of the United States Code.

Wednesday: H.R. 101, peanuts for
boiling.

Thursday and the balance of the week:
HR. 5171, authorizing the GSA to coor-
dinate and provide for the purchase,
lease, maintenance, operation, and utili-
zation of automatic data processing
eguipment by Federal departments and
agencies.

This announcement, of course, is made
subject to the usual reservation that
conference reports may be brought up at
any time and that any further program
may be announced later.



1963

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN
ORDER UNDER THE CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY RULE FOR WEDNES-
DAY, JULY 17, 1963

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule may be dispensed with on Wednes~
day next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I wonder if we will
be capable of handling this heavy legis-
lative program next week?

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, with the gentle-
man’s able help, I feel that we will.

Mr. GROSS. Well, I thank the gen-

tleman.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATION BILL

Mr. NATCHER. Mr, Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7431) making appro-
priations for the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against
the revenues of said District for the fiscal
yvear ending June 30, 1964, and for other
purposes; and pending that motion, Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
general debate on the bill be limited to
not to exceed 2 hours, one-half to be
controlled by the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr, WiLson] and one-half to be
controlled by myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Kentucky.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 7431, with Mr.
Price in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. NarcHer]l will be
recognized for 1 hour, and the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. Wirson] will be
recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Eentucky [Mr. NATCHER].

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 minutes,

Mr. Chairman, at this time we present
for your approval the annual District of
Columbia appropriations bill for the fis-
cal year 1964.

Mr. Wirson and I have had the pleas-
ure of serving with three new Members
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this year, Mr. Giaimo, of Connecticut,
Mr. FinnecaN, of Illinois, and Mr. Wy-
maN, of New Hampshire. All of these
gentlemen are outstanding Members of
the House and have rendered excellent
service as members of this committee.

We carefully considered budget esti-
mates totaling $289,581,800. For the
fiscal year 1964 we recommend that the
sum of $284,286,800 be appropriated.

The amount approved for the District
of Columbia for fiscal year 1963 was the
largest amount ever recommended by our
committee. From 1955 to 1962 the Dis-
trict of Columbia’s budget has increased
$97.2 million, or 75.1 percent. This is
right unusual when you consider the fact
that the District’s population declined
48 percent between 1950 and 1960.
Money is not the answer to a great many
of the problems now confronting the
District of Columbia. More spending
and more building will not answer some
of the more pressing problems confront-
ing us today.

The amount recommended for fiscal
year 1964 is $11,365,164 below the total
appropriated for fiscal year 1963 and
$5,295,000 below the 1964 estimates.

The District of Columbia is financed
out of five funds: a general fund, a
highway fund, a water fund, a motor ve-
hicle parking fund, and a sanitary sew-
age fund.

Our bill provides for a Federal con-
tribution of $30 million for the general
fund, $1,924,000 for the water fund, and
$944 000 for the sanitary sewage works
fund. The Federal payment requested
for the general fund for fiscal ‘year 1964
totaled $32 million, and the amount that
we recommend is $30 million. Only the
A budget was considered by our commit-
tee and the total amount recommended
under this budget is $11,365,164 less than
the amount appropriated for fiscal year
1963. For fiscal year 1963 the sum of
$30 million was approved for the Fed-
eral payment to the general fund, and
certainly no justification can be offered
for a higher amount in the Federal pay-
ment when the overall amount of the
budget is considerably less than the
total amount appropriated for the fiscal
year 1963.

The committee has approved the re-
quest for $8 million in loan authoriza-
tion for capital outlay projects financed
through the sanitary sewage works fund.
The loan authorization of $75 million ap-
proved several years ago by Congress for
capital outlay items other than sanitary
sewage works was exhausted during the
fiscal year 1963 and legislation is now
pending before Congress requesting ad-
ditional loan authorization. If ap-
proved, then the B budget requests which
had to be held in abeyance can be pre-
sented to Congress. If the Federal pay-
ment authorization is increased by
Congress then, at the time the B budget
requests are considered, every considera-
tion will be given to an increased Fed-
eral payment.

Of the total amount recommended of
$284,286,800, the sum of $252,124,000 will
be used for operating expenses; $4,989,-
800 is for repayment of loans and inter-
est to the Federal Government, and $27,-
173,000 is for capital outlay.
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We recommend the sum of $16,910,-
000 for general operating expenses. This
is an increase of $522,250 over the
amount appropriated for fiscal year 1963
and $148,000 less than the budget esti-
mates.

The Washington Metropolitan Area
Transjt Commission has general juris-
diction over the regulation and improve-
ment of mass transportation in the
metropolitan district. There was discus-
sion during the hearings that ecertain re-
quirements of the Commission are not
being met by the local bus companies,
particularly in the following respects:
first, overcrowding of buses; second, ex-
haust fumes; and third, utilization of air
conditioned buses. The Commission is
urged to continue its investigations in
these areas and seek adherence to the
regulations in effect.

For public safety we recommend the
sum of $65,032,000. This is an increase
of $4,541,400 over fiscal year 1963 and
a reduction of $340,000 in the estimates.

During the hearings we spent much
time on requests for the Metropolitan Po~
lice and for the courts. In our Capital
City we are fortunate in having an ex-
cellent police department. Over the
years the department has been subject-
ed to more and more pressures of all
kinds, and it is time for the Distriet of-
ficials and the Congress to eliminate
these pressures. At no time in the his-
tory of the District has it been more im-
portant that the police department re-
ceive maximum support from the courts,
the officials in the District and from Con-
gress. Major crimes are quickly solved
in Washington and no city comparable
nmfn size has a better record along this

e.

Serious crime in the District climbed
to new levels during fiscal year 1963.
The people in Washington and the
visitors to our Capital City are entitled to
a system of law enforcement which will
insure them the right to transact their
business and traverse the streets at any
time without fear of assault. The Metro-
politan Police Department has the right
to expect full cooperation from the citi-
zens of the city and from our courts.
When criminal charges are preferred and
clearly established, adequate sentences
should follow. Any deviation from this
process makes a mockery of law enforce-
ment and justice,

Each day more and more young people
in the District are coming into conflict
with the law. The unpleasant truth is
that we are not even holding the line
against juvenile delinquency. Accord-
ing to police records from July 1, 1962,
through December 31, 1962, some 1,800
cases were referred to Juvenile Court.
Only 20 percent of the cases sent to
Juvenile Court resulted in commitment
of the suspected offender to either the
District or Federal corrective institutions.
They are turned back on the street before
the police are aware of their release.

Every consideration should now be
given to a change in the regulations in
the Metfropolitan Police Department
whereby off-duty policemen can be used
as special details for Presidential affairs,
parades, and other civie functions. At
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the present time only about 400 of Wash-
ington’s 2,854 policemen are actually on
the streets at any given moment. Dur-
ing an average 24-hour day, about 1,150
men are on patrol duty or are investigat-
ing crimes, and about 1,070 are off duty
or sick, with the rest performing admin-
istrative, technical or clerical work.
Using the present procedure of assigning
regular officers on duty to special details
such as parades and other civic func-
tions thereby removes from the streets
available crime-fighting manpower
which is sorely needed today.

For education we recommend the sum
of $61,670,000. This is an increase of
$2,165,250 over fiscal year 1963 and a
reduction of $139,000 in the estimates.

The illiteracy rate in the District is
alarming. The percentage of people who
are unable to read and write has risen
in the District during the past 30 years,
while illiteracy generally has decreased
throughout the rest of the Nation. Ac-
cording to the Census Bureau, the Dis-
triet illiteracy rate is 1.9 percent and the
national average is 2.4 percent. The
rates for the balance of the country de-
clined since the year 1930, but in Wash-
ington the figures show an increase in
the illiteracy rate of from 1.7 to 1.8 per-
cent in 1950 and 1.9 percent in 1960.
Problems relating to education are
among the more serious in the District
today.

During the hearings, it developed that
there is only a 15.8-percent participa-
tion in the school lunch program in
Washington. There is probably no place
in our country where there are more
hungry children who desperately need
the benefits of this program than in the
District of Columbia. This matter was
brought to the attention of the Board of
Education, and the Board has since fa-
vorably reconsidered and approved an
elementary school lunch program in the
public schools. The committee was ad-
vised that sufficient funds are available
within the public building construction
program for transfer to the Meyer and
Garrison Elementary School projects for
the addition of lunchroom facilities, and
that design changes can be made in
the Green and Harris Elementary School
projects to include such accommoda-
tions. Approval of these transfers and
design changes is recommended as well
as the incorporation of such features in
future construction.

For parks and recreation we recom-
mend the sum of $8,853,000. This is an
increase of $288,950 over fiscal year 1963
and a reduction of $10,000 in the esti-
madtes.

In answer to certain questions, the
Superintendent of the Department of
Recreation informed the committee that
we have approximately 250 teenage
gangs, each composed of from 15 to 35
members. Most of these gangs are bad
and cause much trouble in the District.
The roving leaders of the Recreation
Department are working with about 36
of these gangs, and in addition are work-
ing with 413 individual boys and girls
referred to them by such agencies as
the public schools and the welfare de-
partment. This is a bad situation to
have confronting our visitors and the
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citizens of the District. Again we call
this to the attention of the courts and
police department and to all those whose
responsibility it is to see that such groups
do not continue to exist.

We recommend the sum of $66,316,000
for health and welfare. This is an in-
crease of $403,099 over fiscal year 1963
and a reduction of $1,648,000 in the
estimates.

During the budget hearings for fiscal
year 1963, the committee ascertained
that hundreds of thousands of dollars’
worth of drugs had been stolen from the
District of Columbia General Hospital.
The committee insisted that new regula-
tions should immediately be placed into
effect to prevent such a practice. Dur-
ing the current hearings the new direc-
tor and his staff presented the program
now in effect to prevent the loss of drugs
in the future. Every precaution should
be taken to eliminate this thievery.

Control of venereal disease is one of
the major health problems in the Dis-
trict. The gonorrhea rate in Washing-
ton is eight times the national average,
and the District ranks 12th among the
States for primary and secondary syphilis
cases. The committee again urges that
every effort be made to bring this serious
problem under control.

‘We have a number of improvements in
the welfare program resulting from in-
vestigations started during the fiscal
year 1962 by the Committees on Appro-
priations in the House and the Senate.
The Controller’s Office was established
for the purpose of providing business and
managerial leadership for improvement
in the administration of the Department
of Welfare, and a reorganization plan
which is designed to put the Department
of Public Welfare on a businesslike basis
has been developed and is up for ap-
proval by the Board of Commissioners.
In addition, the expanded investigation
program and programs for the training
of aid-to-dependent-children mothers
are well underway. New procedures are
being implemented which will prevent
overpayment to public assistance recip-
ients and prevent ineligible persons from
obtaining welfare relief and surplus
foods. The decreases in the Department
of Welfare are due primarily to a re-
duction of expenditures in public assist-
ance grants which amount to $1,138,956.
The increases in this Department refiect
mandatory costs relating to personnel
services, annualization of programs au-
thorized by Congress for a portion of the
fiscal year 1963, and for staffing for new
facilities required by increased popula-
tion,

For highways and traffic we recom-
mend the sum of $12,138,000. This is an
increase of $684,225 over fiscal year
1963 and a reduction of $115,000 in the
estimates.

The problems relating to the highway
program in the District of Columbia
were gone into very thoroughly, both
with officials of the District and the Bu-
reau of Public Roads.

Any effort to bring important highway
projects in the District to a complete
halt is a serious mistake. In order to
meet the tremendous day-to-day growth
of traffic in Washington, we must carry
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the highway program along with any and
all proposals concerning a rapid transit
system. The highway program in the
Distriet of Columbia, with emphasis on
the Interstate System, is one of the ma-
jor long-established activities of the Dis-
trict government. Congress has fol-
lowed a deliberate and positive course
with reference to the Interstate System.
A procedure for designation of the sys-
tem was established first in the enact-
ment of legislation in 1944; and after
years of painstaking analyses of trends
of engineering and economic facts, it
enacted the Federal Highway Act and
the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 which
authorized appropriations and levied
taxes to construct the Interstate System.
From time to time various amendments
have been added to the basic legislation,
but Congress has insisted on its original
policy that this Nation including the
District of Columbia shall have an In-
terstate System. In order to have such
a system, it must be continuous and to be
acceptable under the law it must be prop-
erly designated. The Interstate High-
way System will prove to be one of the
most substantial and meritorious public
works programs ever undertaken by this
country. This program is equally im-
portant to the District of Columbia.

For 5 consecutive years, beginning
with 1959 and extending through the
fiscal year 1963, Congress has appro-
priated funds for the Potomac River
Freeway and funds have already been
obligated on the freeway in excess of $17
million. Additional obligations in the
sum of $11 million are imminent. In
fiscal years 1962 and 1963, Congress ap-
propriated funds for the design and par-
tial construction of the Three Sisters
Bridge. These two projects are not in
the embryonic stage. They are consist-
ent with and a part of the national
program and have been reviewed re-
peatedly by the Congress. The District
now has $330,000 available for the Three
Sisters Bridge and $1,248,601 is unob-
ligated and available from prior year
appropriations for the Potomac River
Freeway. The committee approves the
budget request of $900,000 for the north
leg in fiscal year 1964. The Three Sis-
ters Bridge, Potomac River Freeway and
north leg of the inner loop should pro-
ceed without further delay.

For sanitary engineering we recom-
mend the sum of $21,205,000. This
amount includes $2,942,000 for the
Washington Aqueduct. This is an in-
crease of $154,462 over fiscal year 1963
and a reduction of $143,000 in the esti-
mates. Here the reduction totaling
$141,200 for the Department of Sanitary
Engineering reflects the denial of 17 ad-
ditional positions proposed, as well as
the request for a total authority of $20,-
000 for temporary services for field
maintenance and for contract or other-
wise for maintenance and repair of
meters. During the past few months
disclosures of deficiencies in the work
and performance of Department em-
ployees indicate that present personnel
are not being properly utilized.

Currently there is a total of 27,253
positions authorized in the District gov~
ernment. The budget proposed an ad-
ditional 511 for fiscal year 1964. We
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recommend 361, which will provide
stafing for new construction that will be
completed and open for occupancy dur-
ing the year and includes 180 firemen
necessary to maintain the current staff-
ing level under the terms of the legisla-
tion reducing the workweek from 56 to
48 hours a week. In 1958 the District
had 23,163 employees and the authorized
total today is 27,253. During the hear-
ings we carefully investigated the num-
ber of top-grade positions which have
taken effect in the past 8 years in the
District. Again we want to call atten-
tion to the fact that too many generals
and not enough privates make a poor
army.

We recommend a total of $27,173,000
for ecapital outlay projects in the coming
fiscal year.

For public schools we had 12 requests
for replacements, additions, permanent
improvements and site acquisitions.
During the hearings the request for the
Evans Junior High School was with-
drawn, due to the fact that this item
was approved in the supplemental bill.
‘We recommend that the 11 capital out-
lay requests for schools be approved.

Under public library we have one capi-
tal outlay request totaling $101,000 for
equiping the Palisades Branch Library,
lay requests for schools be approved.

Under public welfare we have three
requests and we recommend that all
three requests be approved. You will
note that one request was reduced from
$642,000 to $325,000, and this applied to
the heating plant at Junior Village.
This reduction was made during the
hearings at the request of the Depart-
ment.

For highways, 20 projects were re-
quested, and during the hearings it de-
veloped that the interchange C project
and the intermediate loop project could
not be placed under contract during
1964. Therefore, the projects were
withdrawn. Certain reductions were
made voluntarily and the item pertain-
ing to the downtown internal transit
circulation study was added to the street
improvements and extensions request,
thereby leaving a total of 17 projects.
We recommend approval of all 17.

Under the Department of Sanitary
Engineering we have 15 projects re-
;{Jl:]lesbed and we recommend approval of

15.

For Washington Aqueduct we have
three capital outlay projects requested
and we recommend that two be ap-
proved, and the third project relating to
shops and storehouses, Dalecarlia, be
refused.

The budgef submitted, designated as
the A budget, was in balance, and the
budget that we propose today is in bal-
ance.

As the Members know, several days
ago the House enacted legislation rais-
ing the ceiling for the Federal payment
from $32 million to $45 million. In addi-
tion, legislation was enacted increasing
the borrowing authority for capital out-
lay projects from $75 million to $150
million. When this legislation is finally
enacted by the Senate and signed into
law by the President, additional requests
totaling some $40 million will be sub-
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mitted to Congress. A number of the
requests to be made under this B budget
are of great importance to the District
at this time and every consideration will
be given, not only to the capital outlay
items proposed and fo the increased
Federal payment, but to all requests
which will help us solve some of the
problems in law enforcement, education,
welfare, and in the Department of
Health.

Mr. Chairman, our committee has ex-
perienced considerable difficulty in rec-
ommending a budget for fiscal year 1964
for the District of Columbia, due to the
fact that a great many projects and re-
quests are to be submitted later under
what we refer to at this time as the B
budget. We have carefully considered
every request presented under the A
budget and our committee recommends
this bill to the Members of the House.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NATCHER. I yield fo the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, first I
want to compliment the gentleman and
his committee on the very fine job they
have done with the budget for the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The gentleman said
something about the A budget in con-
nection with the education program for
the District. Will the genfleman ex-
plain to us what he means by the A
budget, and if there is a B budget, what
that means?

Mr. NATCHER. I would like to say
to the distinguished gentleman from
Arkansas that the A budget as presented
in January is a balanced budget. You
will recall that for the first time in the
history of the District of Columbia a
separate budget message was sent to the
Hill for the District of Columbia, At
the time the budget was presented, the
$289 million budget which we referred
to as the A budget, sufficient revenues
would be on hand and available to take
care of that budget. In order to have
a number of capital-outlay items for the
schools, the Department of Welfare, and
the other departments, there was not suf-
ficient revenue on hand at that time and
the B budget will follow.

Due to the fact that the increased
Federal payment had not been presented
fo the House and in addition since the
loan authorization of $75 million had
been consumed, there was no additional
loan authorization. As the gentleman
from Arkansas well knows, this I believe
was enacted in 1958. This has been con-
sumed. There was no additional author-
ity for the District of Columbia to bor-
row out of the Treasury and repay over
the years for projects. Therefore, this
legislation finally came to the House and
passed 2 weeks ago. These two bills that
have now been enacted by the House
place the District Commissioners, the
Bureau of the Budget, and the President
in a position to submit to the Congress,
after these bills pass the Senate, of
course, additional requests which we re-
fer to as the B budget.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman
for the explanation., Will the gentleman
yield further?
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yiehl{dr.' NATCHER. I will be delighted to

Mr. HARRIS. I observe thaf in this
budget there is capital outlay for various
purposes and a detailed analysis of the
capital outlay for educational programs,
referring to certain elementary and jun-
for high schools for the District of Col-
umbia. I spoke to the gentleman a few
days ago about a controversy with ref-
erence to a new proposed junior hich
school in the northwestern part of the
District. Incidentally, this is in the area
of the Distriet where I live and have lived
for 17 years. I am somewhat familiar
with the situation. There is a contro-
versy as to where the most appropriate
location of the new high school would
be. Is that included in this proposal?

Mr. NATCHER. To what school does
the gentleman refer?

Mr. HARRIS. I refer to the junior
high school proposed by the superin-
fendent of our schools to be located at
North Dakota and Kansas Avenues. It
appears that last year Superintendent
Hansen asked for and received $650,000
for site acquisition and plans for a new
junior high school at this location. It
has since developed, after people in that
communify and the Parents-Teachers
Association had considered and discussed
it with Superintendent Hansen, mem-
bers of the Board, and others, a Mrs.
Kirstein came to your committee and
made a very fine statement about it,
and on behalf of the people in that area
opposed the additional request for
$3,200,000 because the Superintendent
of Schools, they claim, arbitrarily re-
fused their request to consider a more
appropriate location taking into consid-
eration the other two junior high schools
in this section of the District. I under-
stand from the gentleman’s statement
here that any such request would come
in the B budget and is not included in
this budget.

Mr. NATCHER. The gentleman is
exactly correct. As the gentleman stat-
ed, several days ago he discussed this
matter in detail with me. Again, I want
to confirm what the gentleman has said
in regard to this fine lady. She appeared
before our committee and testified as one
of the outside witnesses concerning this
matter. She made a splendid statement.
I should like to say to the gentleman un-
der the 12 capital outlay items set forth
on page 10 of the report, you will find
that this item is not included. This will
be an item that will be discussed under
the B budget, and I want to assure the
gentleman and all those interested in
this particular matfer that every con-
sideration will be given to the request
made by the distinguished gentleman
from Arkansas and by others who are
very much concerned about this matter.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman,
and I appreciate in behalf of these peo-
ple in that area the consideration that is
given to the request. There is an excel-
lent location at the Walter Reed Hospi-
tal, right off the grounds, now available.
It belongs, as I understand it, to the
Government. I see no reason why the
superintendent of the District of Co-
lumbia schools and the board should be
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arbitrary about the location, particu-
larly in view of the fact that farther
south and not too far apart, within that
area, there already are two junior high
schools. The people, in my judgment,
farther out in the District in the North-
west are entitled to this consideration.

Mr. NATCHER. I thank the gentle-
man for his comments and will say to
him again that certainly every consider-
ation will be given to his request. In
fact, I am going to call the gentleman
before our committee, because I would
want him to come in and talk to us
about it.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank my colleague,
and I will be glad to do so and to cooper-
ate with your great committee.

Mr. NATCHER. I thank my colleague
very much.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to my col-
league and friend, the gentleman from
Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to take this opportunity to compliment
my colleague, the gentleman from Een-
tucky, for a job well done as subcommit-
tee chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations for the District of Colum-
bia. He has devoted considerable time
to giving these problems of the District
of Columbia careful scrutiny. I person-
ally feel that under his leadership many
of these problems will be solved. As I
understand the gentleman, he stated
that the school system in the District of
Columbia, the elementary and secondary
schools, had not heretofore taken advan-
tage of the school-lunch program.

Mr. NATCHER. I want to thank my
colleague for his statement and say to
him that during the hearings it devel-
oped that here in the city of Washington
we only had a 15.8 percent participation
in the school-lunch program, now with
120,000 pupils here and with only a little
over 15,000 students who were partici-
pating due to the fact that they did not
have adequate facilities.

As the gentleman well knows, as one
of the top-ranking members of the out-
standing Committee on Education and
Labor, in the United States generally and
in all sections where we have children
who are suffering, as is the situation here
in the District of Columbia, we have a
lot more participation than 15.8 percent.
In our own home State, it runs to a little
over 50 percent participation.

Mr. PERKINS. Have arrangements
now been made in this bill for a greater
participation in the school lunch pro-
gram by the District?

Mr. NATCHER. I am delighted to in-
form the gentleman that after we went
into it, the Board of Education met and
arrangements are now being made in
four schools, as shown in the report, to
start this program and get it underway,
as it should be, and further that we will
have more participation in the future.

Mr. PERKINS. The reason I mention
this is because Superintendent Carl Han-
sen has appeared before the Committee
on Education and Labor on several occa-
sions and has discussed problems of this
type. I personally feel that Superin-
tendent Hansen is doing a good job. The
school lunch program certainly should
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be taken advantage of by the District of
Columbia.

Mr. NATCHER. I concur in the gen-
tleman’s statement and I want to thank
my friend for his fine statement.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield.

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
SmarH].

Before yielding, however, I want the
members of the committee to know that:
although this distinguished gentleman is
not a member of this subcommittee, he
appeared and talked with the members
of our committee about this school lunch
program matter. The gentleman has
been interested in it, not only since he
has been a Member of Congress, but he
has been interested in this program all
down through the years.

Now, Mr. Chairman, it is a distinct
pleasure for me to yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Ithank the gen-
tleman very much for those remarks.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. NaTcHER] and
his committee for doing what was neces-
sary in getting the school board of the
District of Columbia off dead center and
getting this school lunch program for
elementary students underway.

Mr. Chairman, we are supporting pro-
grams of this type in 80 countries of the
world involving 37 million young people,
but we do not have it for elementary chil-
dren in the city of Washington. I hope
the remarks of the genfleman indicate
that not only will they start it, but that
they will also as soon as reasonably
possible expand the hot lunch program
to all the children in the District of Co-
Iumbia.

Mr. NATCHER. I thank the gentle-
man for his remarks. I want to assure
the gentleman that we shall continue our
efforts along this line. Again I thank
the gentleman for his assistance.

Mr, O'HARA of Illinois, Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois,

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. May I in-
quire of the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee what disposition was
made of the Soldiers’ Home located here
in the District of Columbia?

Mr. NATCHER. I would like to say to
the distinguished gentleman that no tes-
timony was offered to the Committee
concerning the Soldiers’ and Sailors’
Home this year. Last year the Commis-
sioners did not include the item in the
budget. A continuing resolution was
passed and adopted by the Congress
which took care of the matter at that
time. The Commissioners notified those
in charge of the Home that some ar-
rangement should be made for the fiscal
year 1964. No amount was offered, and
no amount was discussed in the Commit-
tee. There is nothing in the bill for the
home this year.

However, Mr. Chairman, let me say to
the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois, and every Member of this House
knows of his interest not only in the
Spanish-American War veterans, but all
veterans—and I for one want you to
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know I appreciate your interest and your
faithfulness all down through the years—
here we have a $49,000 item charged to
the city of Washingion. Prior to World
War I, and subsequent to World War I,
veterans had to come to Washington to
present their claims. That was the sys-
tem. Now we have district offices and
we have State offices. We have a State
office in every State of the Union. In
the Commonwealth of Kentucky the
State office is located at Louisville. Vet-
erans no longer have to come in from the
States to present their claims.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Might I say
to the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee that I was shocked on Sunday
when I was told that the Soldiers’ Home
had already been closed. I said “What
happened to those 44 veterans out
there?” And nobody knew.

Mr. Chairman, among the 44 veterans
out there were six or seven Spanish-
American War veterans., It may cost
$49,000 a year to maintain this little
home for veterans, but I had sooner see
appropriated this $49,000 to help these
44 veterans of the Spanish-American
War and of World War I in order to
maintain this home for them than to see
it closed. I would as soon see this
amount expended for that purpose.

Mr. NATCHER. The gentleman says
they have 44 Spanish-American War
Veterans out there at this time?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. No; there
were six or seven Spanish-American War
veterans the last time we heard.

Mr, NATCHER. Let me say to the
gentleman that it is my feeling that we
should take care of the veterans, and I
concur. I am a veteran.

Mr. O'HARA of Illincis. I know you

are.

Mr. NATCHER. I served 4 years dur-
ing World War II and I am interested in
the veteran, and in all legislation per-
taining to veterans.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Chairman,
I want to express my very sincere appre-
ciation to the gentleman for the work
he and his committee have done in this
matter of the financing of the District
of Columbia. I have served on the Dis-
trict of Columbia Committee for 20 years
and I think the gentleman’s work is out-
standing. I should like to associate my-
self particularly with what he has said
about the Police Department of the Dis-
trict. In my career I have had some ex-
perience in police matters. Chief Mur-
ray is one of the outstanding men of the
country as a police administrator and
we should appreciate that more and
more as time goes on.

May I ask the gentleman, in his studies
has he in a general way investigated
extravagance in the operations of the
Distriet? It has been my impression at
times that there has been a good deal of
extravagance and that savings could be
made in the operations of the District of
Columbia.

Mr. NATCHER. First, I thank the
gentleman for his statement and I would
like to say to him as one Member of the
House I appreciate his long service on
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the District of Columbia legislative com-
mittee and his interest in the city at all
times. I have not had a chance to cover
that point but I have two sentences I
would like to read to the gentleman.

From 1955 to 1962 the Distriet of Co-
lumbia’s budget increased $97.2 million,
or 75.1 percent. This is quite unusual
when you consider the fact that the
Distriet population declined 4.8 percent
between 1950 and 1960.

Money is not the answer to a great
many of the problems now confronting
the District of Columbia. More spending
and more building will not answer some
of the more pressing problems confront-
ing the city of Washington, D.C. We
went into this matter very carefully. I
thank the gentleman for his fine com-
ment.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. I thank the
gentleman, .

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BETTS. I should have liked to
have asked the chairman of the subcom-
mittee a question, but maybe the gen-
tleman from Indiana can answer it.

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. I will yield
to the gentleman from EKentucky to re-
spond to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BETTS. In the report I notice
that there is a discussion in the hear-
ings with respect to the operation of
the buses here in the District and refer-
ence was made particularly to the over-
crowded condition of the buses and the
air conditioning of the buses. I wonder
if the gentleman can give us any as-
surance this will be given consideration,
and serious consideration. During the
years I have been in Congress I have had
occasion to use publie transportation and
I can testify to the fact serious con-
sideration should be given to that
matter. Ithink the bus-riding public de-
serve better treatment than they are giv-
en. I wonder if there are any assur-
ances that can be given in that respect?

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. The com-
mittee went into that matter very
thoroughly, we discussed it at length,
and it is our understanding a program
is underway to take care of the problem
of air pollution in the buses and outside
the buses in the District. It is not only
being investigated by District authorities
but the Public Health Service is taking
an interest in it and I am sure that
Washington, D.C., our Nation's Capital,
will be taken care of.

Mr. BETTS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I have just a very few remarks to
make. First I must pay my respects to
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Narcuer] for the very
thorough job he did in seeking out the
justifications for this budget.

He was courteous to all the witnesses,
interrogated them at length, and I must
say has done a very, very outstanding job
in preparing this bill which we present to
you today, and the report which accom-
panies 1it.
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Mr, Chairman, I also think I would be
derelict in my duty if I did not commend
the other members of the committee, Mr.
Grammo, and Mr. FINNEGAN, and my good
friend, Mr. Wyman. I have never seen so
much talent on a committee before, and
especially talent which is specially
trained and skilled in handling problems
pertaining to the District of Columbia at
this time. These men have all had expe-
rience in their home States dealing with
the problems that weigh so heavily on
the District officials at this time. They
have certainly made great contributions
to this study. As one who has served on
this committee longer than anyone else, I
understand their contribution, and I ap-
preciate it and I know our distinguished
chairman, as he stated in his observa-
tions, does likewise. This report was
brought out of the committee unani-
mously. I know of no opposition even in
the subcommittee, or in the committee,
or in the House, and I certainly recom-
mend we accept it asis.

Mr. Chairman, I must pay my respects
to the Police Department of the District
of Columbia. I have never met three
more able and dedicated police officers
than Chief Murray, Deputy Chief Win-
ters, and Captain Wilson. They cer-
tainly have their fingers on the problems
confronting the District of Colum-
bia, and I feel they know the answers
to those problems if we can give them
the help they need. The chairman and
the members of my committee have cer-
tainly taken this into consideration and
we are doing all we can to assist Chief
Murray and his aids in doing the job
which needs to be done in solving crime
in the District of Columbia. I marvel at
how Chief Murray is able to keep such
outstanding men at his side to assist
him in this work, Also, of course, I am
very happy with the progress being made
in other departments.

I feel Dr. Hansen is making a contri-
bution to our school system.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina, Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. I am glad
to yield to the gentleman from South
Carolina.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, the distinguished member of
this committee and the distinguished
Representative from Indiana has been
here since I came to Congress, because
we came to Congress together. I heard
the distinguished gentleman’s remarks
about Chief Murray and I want to con-
gratulate the gentleman on the affec-
tion, regard, and esteem which he has
for this great public servant. I marvel
as the gentleman does that he will keep
this job with the noncooperation he gets
from the Commissioners, with the vilifi-
cation and abuse he gets from the press,
and the endless requirements made of
him and the demands put upon him to
keep the crime rate down in the District
of Columbia. How on earth he ever
does what he is supposed to do is a mar-
vel. God bless him. I hope he will keep
the position for a little while longer be-
cause there will never be another who
will take on the job Chief Murray has
taken in the interests of the District of
Columbia and generally the United
States of America.
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Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to thank the gentleman
from South Carolina for his observation.
You cannot pay a man to do the job
that Chief Murray is doing. The best
we can do is pay our respects to him
and let him know we appreciate what
he is doing, because I do not feel he is
compensated for the job he is doing in
any other way and I do like to scatter
a few bouquets in a man’s path while
he is alive and not wait until he is gone.

I think Superintendent Hansen is
making some progress in our schools. I
am not in complete agreement with his
utilization of plant facilities and teacher
personnel. I feel as though the school
facilities would be more adequate to take
care of our needs if they were used for
a longer period during the day. Being
tardy at school at 9:10 and getting out
at 3 o'clock makes a pretty short school
day. I feel the plant facilities should be
used for a longer period and the teach-
ers should be used for an extra period
which would reduce the pupil-teacher
ratio and make for better work. How-
ever, I have not been able to get that
particular recommendation adopted.

Mr. an, I have nothing more
to say; our chairman has done such a
thorough job in explaining this bill to
you. Again I say the report was unani-
mous. Every man on the committee
made a contribution. Their observations
were respected. I think we have a good
bill and a good report and I urge the
adoption of the bill.

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
Wyman].

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, I shall
be very brief. I am a new member of
this committee, along with my colleague
from New Jersey. I feel one or two
things ought to be stated that perhaps
have not been explained. First, most of
this budget is self-liquidating and the
funds that are appropriated here are
mostly coming back into the Distriet so
that the real appropriation is in regard
to the Federal payment. The Federal
Government owns a good part of the Dis-
trict paying no taxes to itself, and obvi-
ously ought to make this payment.

Secondly, I would like to observe that
the A budget that is before the House at
this time is a minimum budget. We all
recognize there are additional needs in
the District, but we cannot do anything
about them because we have no author-
ization. This is not the fault or respon-
sibility of the Appropriations Committee.
When the time comes I am sure that
those needs will be met by the House and
by the Congress although I frankly re-
gret that we have been confused and
delayed by the two budget proposals.

The police department needs another
100 officers to help meet the crime situa-
tion in the District. There are a number
of real needs in the schools, and so forth.
A few things need to be mentioned in
regard to law enforcement at this time
because we have an acute law enforce-
ment situation in the District, one that
apparently is steadily deteriorating., If
the Members have the opportunity I com-
mend to their reading our subcommittee
hearings, which are contained in a single
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volume, starting at page 266 and run-
ning for perhaps 50 or 100 pages. In
those hearings it appears, beyond a
shadow of a doubt, that the police are
tremendously handicapped by not being
able to detain individuals in the District
for questioning, without an arrest, but
with a detention for a few hours, such
as we do for example, in my State under
a uniform act by the terms of which
detention up to 4 hours is permitted, but
there is absolutely no police record unless
the detention is followed by an arrest.
I am at a loss to understand why this
reasonable limitation upon individual
activity, is not a tool which has been
given to the District of Columbia Police
Department in the District of Columbia
where the situation of erime is so eritical.
It seems to me it is something the public
interest warrants in an area much of
which is unsafe to walk alone in at night.
It is something that we all should be
willing to agree to, in the interest of our
common protection. It is perfectly con-
stitutional.

Another thing that we in Congress
ought to do something about is this
question of the Mallory rule and other
shackles which the courts have placed
upon law enforcement officials with re-
spect to delay in arraignment and its
relation to the matter of whether or not
confessions are voluntary. Some judges
might benefit from some police field ex-
perience.

Another problem with us is the fact
that our juvenile courts and many of the
District judges have not given deterring
sentences quickly enough and firmly
enough to warn violators of what lies
ahead for them if they break the law.
There must be an appeal to the discre-
tion of the courts who are there for life
to make up their own minds anew to deal
with this thing with real firmness, to
face up to the realities of the need for
public protection both in the adult courts
and the juvenile courts. There have not
been enough waivers, for example, to the
jurisdiction of the District courts in the
handling of juvenile cases where there
have been youngsters involved in a se-
rious crime situation where they are ob-
viously not youngsters on a first offense
but have a bad record.

I wonder if the Members of the House
know that while the reporters from the
papers can look at the names of such
juvenile offenders the papers do not print
them? This is a problem we have dealt
with in my State and we ought to face
this. The papers should print the names
of those who are serious recidivists and
report to the public on their crimes, so
that others shall know who they are and
may show them that they look down on
them, Show that the public disapproves,
this would help dispel the misconception
that they are looked up to and achieved
status as being “‘real” young toughs.

I have been impressed with the serious
dedication of the members of the com-
mittee and this House in dealing with the
problem of the District of Columbia. It
has been the pattern of all of the con-
duct I have seen, that the problems of
the District are very much the concern of
this House, the District schools, its text-
books used in the schools, the morale of
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the citizenry here in the District, the fa-
cilities available in the physical estab-
lishment to achieve better education.

Understanding between colored and
white people in the District was in evi-
dence at all times in the hearings we
held. As you know, the District Com-
missioners include a member of the col-
ored race. This understanding and vol-
untary cooperation is something that we
need. The District needs not more fear
but more good will, and more of the kind
of treating another person as you would
like to be treated yourself in everything
we do, not being forced to but wanting
to voluntarily.

I want to say that the Members of the
House who have the responsibility for
municipal government in the District
and for meeting the problems we all face
colored and white are doing the best they
can fo make all of our people aware of
the fact that the advantages of living in
the Nation’'s Capital are pretty wonder-
ful, and that most people are genuinely
trying to get along together. I am con-
fident we can have a better District if
the courts will wake up and realize that
the police are not brutal but are enforc-
ing the law in the District in a fair and
reasonable way with no discrimination.
We have in the District of Columbia here
a very fine government in which there
is popular representation of the interests
of all District residents. I am proud to
be a member of this committee under the
distinguished chairman from Eentucky
who shares the respect and confidence of
all who know him.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WYMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. I want to commend
the gentleman from New Hampshire
on his contribution to this discussion on
the District of Columbia appropriation
bill, and to state publicly that the Con-
gress and the committee are certainly
enhanced by his services. I know from
his discussion of the matters pertinent
to criminal justice that the gentleman’s
prior experience for 8 years as Attorney
General of the State of New Hampshire
is a great contribution to the District
of Columbia Subcommittee and to the
Congress itself,

The gentleman has called attention to
a number of improvements that should
be made in the administration of justice
in the District, and also to the fact that
100 additional police officers are needed.
May I ask the gentleman whether the
additional authorization bill if supple-
mented by an appropriation—I believe
we passed the authorization bill here a
week or two ago—would meet the need
for additional police officers.

Mr. WYMAN. My understanding, may
I say in reply to the gentleman, is that
it would, that the “B” budget will in-
clude 100 additional officers and will
help to meet the problems of the District.
While of course 100 additional officers
are not going to solve everything, it will,
in the opinion of Chief Murray, meet
the needs of the District for law enforce-
ment in the next fiscal year. I invite
the gentleman’s attention to this very
question as it was discussed at page 286
of the hearings.

July 11

Mr. McCLORY. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr.Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. Giamo]l.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, it is a
pleasure to join with the distinguished
chairman of this subcomittee, the gen-
tleman from EKentucky, and the other
members in presenting this appropria-
tions bill for the District of Columbia.

May I say at the outset that, as a new
member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee and the Subcommittee on District
of Columbia appropriations, I have been
especially impressed with the ability,
intelligence, and cordiality of the gentle-
man from Kentucky. It has been a dis-
tinct and memorable privilege to work
with him. He has demonstrated a vast
and thorough knowledge of the complex
problems facing the District, and he has
also shown great courtesy and under-
standing of the problems which the new
members of his committee faced in be-
coming acquainted with the problems
of the District.

I have thoroughly enjoyed working
with our distinguished colleague from
Eentucky and the other members of our
committee. In addition, I would like to
compliment the staff assistant to the sub-
committee, Mr. Earl Silsby. He was of
immeasurable assistance, always well
informed, diligent, and cooperative.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to pay my respects to the officials
of the District government. The Com-
missioners, their assistants, department
heads, and other employees were most
helpful and informative. They are a
dedicated group of civil servants, and
it is a pleasure to have had this oppor-
tunity to meet them.

All in all, it has been an extremely
challenging and worthwhile experience
for me to serve on this committee.

The membership of this committee
is representative of virtually every type
of community which ean be found in
this country, and I believe that each
of us recognized in the District of Co-
lumbia’s problems the dilemmas faced
by all other cities in America. As we
all realize, however, the District’s pe-
culiar problems of status place it in a
particularly difficult financial situation.
This year's deliberations, the results of
which are reflected in the bill presented
to you today, were further complicated
by the fact that the potential increase
in Federal share and borrowing power
restricted this preliminary budget to
those items already authorized by Con-
gress. This “bare bones” budget is, at
best, incomplete. As you know, the
District is compelled by law to submit
a balanced budget—the “A" budget, as
it is commonly known. This budget,
which we are taking up today, does not
take into account potential projects or
increases in existing projects. When the
legislation to increase the Federal share
and borrowing power is finally enacted
into law, I know that I echo the senti-
ments of my chairman when I say that
we will give every consideration to the
pressing problems and the increased
needs of the District, and hope to be in-
strumental in working toward the solu-
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tion of many of these increasingly serious
dilemmas.

This present “bare bones” budget
under consideration, then, deals with
budget estimates or requests in the
President’s budget for fiscal 1964 of
$280,581,800. Of that amount, our sub-
committee is recommending for fiscal
1964 the sum of $284,286,800, or a reduc-
tion of $5,2905,000 from the estimates
requested. This is a reduction which
the members of the subcommitee
thought was appropriate and a reduction
with which the District government could
still carry on its functions.

A study of the report will indicate the
various reductions and the committee’s
justifications for them. The chairman
has set forth at length the various items
considered in the budget and the reasons
and justifications for the sums appro-
priated. I would like to take this time,
however, to dwell upon several of the
matters which are before us today and
which were discussed during our delib-
erations.

As I said earlier, the problems facing
Washington are similar to problems
found in most of the major cities. They
include the problems of education, public
welfare, crime prevention, juvenile de-
linquency, and housing. I know that all
Members of this House are familiar with
the problems facing education through-
out this country. There is need not only
for more and better facilities, but for an
improvement in the quality of our edu-
cational systems. In the District, in-
creasingly large numbers of students
enter our public schools each year. We
must assure that these children are
equipped to cope with the increasingly
complex problems of our soeciety. Our
subcommittee is aware of the problems
facing education in the Distriect. Our
subcommittee chairman is acutely aware
of the problems of our young people and
his emphasis on full participation in
the school lunch program is highly
commendable and indicative of his
concern.

The problem of public welfare in the
District is gigantic, and the District’s
public health needs are growing at a
fantastic rate.

And, in the minds of many Americans,
the most appalling and frightening prob-
lem facing the District of Columbia is
its rapidly climbing crime rate. The
District of Columbia’s problems are cer-
tainly not limited to those who reside
within its geographical limits. Wash-
ington is—and must be—considered the
city of all Americans. It is our Nation’s
Capital. There are no *“visitors” fto
Washington in the true sense of the
word. There are merely American
people who are temporarily residing in
everyone's city. There should be no fear
in them—mno shrinking from our city’s
streets.

But perhaps the most fearful aspect
of erime in the District is the growing
rate of juvenile crime. During our com-
mittee's hearings, we learned that be-
tween July 1, 1962, and December 31,
1962, 1,800 juveniles were referred to the
Juvenile Court. But only 20 percent of
these cases resulted in commitment, In
some cases, disposition of the cases was
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made by a nonjudicial source. And, in
many cases, young people were turned
back into the streets before the police
were aware of their release.

The matter of juvenile crime is of par-
ticular concern. We were told that in
fiscal 1959 there were 3,191 juvenile cases
referred to the juvenile court and in
fiscal 1962 there were 3,897 cases—an
increase of over 20 percent. These fig-
ures include just cases referred by the
Metropolitan Police Department; not
cases such as truancy or dependency.

In May alone, there were 400 cases re-
ferred by the police department. This
is the highest monthly referral in the
history of the court.

Some of us are concerned that too
many of these juvenile criminals are be-
ing treated too leniently and released,
only to return to the streets, there to
commit additional crimes. In entirely
too many instances, there seems to be a
pattern of criminal progression whereby
a juvenile criminal starts out by com-
mitting a minor offense and rapidly pro-
gresses to the commitment of felonies
and other serious crimes.

I am not an expert in this field, but
I believe we should look further into the
disposition of these juvenile cases. I am
concerned with the relatively small num-
ber of referrals which result in convic-
tions—approximately 20 to 24 percent.
I suspect that many of the juveniles who
are released soon are apprehended again
for the commission of a more serious
crime. This indicates some kind of
breakdown, not in the apprehension of
juvenile offenders, but rather in the judi-
cial processing of these offenders. Are
we being too lenient with these youthful
offenders? Isthe original philosophy be-
hind the creation of the juvenile court
system in the United States failing us?
Is it failing to cope with the increase
in juvenile crimes occasioned by the ur-
banization of our Nation? These are
serious questions for which we must find
answers.

For the failure to deal properly with
juvenile criminals merely means that we
will have an increase in adult crimes as
these youthful offenders attain maturity
and that these crimes will become more
vicious as these youthful offenders devel-
op their skills and their contempt for the
enforcement division of the law. I do
not suggest that all cases should not be
evaluated individually—each one on its
own merits. This is the very heart of
our judicial system. But I do suggest
that cases should be evaluated by judi-
cial officers—that they should not be dis-
posed of in an administrative manner or
by a social worker. And I do suggest that
we must restudy our basic philosophy of
the treatment of juvenile criminals to
discover whether we are being overly
lenient.

But perhaps the most controversial of
the problems studied by our committee is
the highway program. There is great
difference of opinion on this subject, and
our committee feels that these argu-
ments are seriously imperiling the future
of all transportation improvements in
the District. The debate centers about
whether or not certain highway pro-
grams of the District should be curtailed
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in favor of efforts to obtain a rapid
transit system for the area.

I wish to make it perfectly clear at
this point that I am not opposed to a
rapid transit system for the District of
Columbia. I am, however, opposed fo a
philosophy that says that rapid transit
should and could exist without highways.

For many years, I have concerned my-
self with the problems of transportation
in urban areas. I have cosponsored leg-
islation to establish a rapid transit sys-
tem linking the eight States in the north-
eastern megalopolis. But never did I
anticipate that such a system would
preclude the use of highways. The two
types of transportation systems are cer-
tainly not mutually exclusive, and to
promote one at the expense of the other
is to invite intolerable and inexcusable
trafiic congestion.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIAIMO. I would be delighted to
yield to the gentleman from New
Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. Is it not a fact that
funds for most of these highway system
additions have already been appropri-
ated? It is just a question of going
ahead with it, is it not?

Mr, GIAIMO. In this bill, as I under-
stand it, we appropriate $900,000 for the
one project, but the funds have already
been appropriated for the other two
projects.

Rapid transit systems and highway
systems are increasingly important to
our urbanized areas, but it is equally
important that planning for both be co-
ordinated—that we have the type of
transportation system that will take
care of all of the needs of our urban
areas—one which will meet the require-
ments of rapid transit commuters and
one which will meet the requirements
of the automobile users. And anyone
who doubts that American use of aufo-
mobiles is not increasing each year need
only study the sales figures from Detroit.

The specific projects which the propo-
nents of the mass transit system would
postpone indefinitely are: the Three
Sisters Bridge, the Potomac River Free-
way, and the north leg of the inner loop.
These are projects which have already
been authorized by Congress and for
which funds have already been obligated.
Since 1959, Congress has appropriated
funds for the Potomac River Freeway
and funds have already been obligated
for the freeway in excess of $17 million.
In fiscal years 1962 and 1963, Congress
appropriated funds for the design and
partial construction of the Three Sisters
Bridge. In short, these are projects
which are being worked on now. These
are consistent with our accepted and ex-
tremely popular system of interstate
highways. It is my feeling that it would
be extremely damaging and wasteful to
abandon these projects. They are im-
portant, not just to the District of Co-
lumbia, but as a link in this vast inter-
state highway program which has done
so much for transportation throughout
America.

I believe it is also important to re-
member that two of these projects are
expected to be completed within 4 years.
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However, any mention of mass transit
systems means realization years in the
future. Some estimates I have heard
range as high as 10 years. It is not im-
possible to have the development of both
types of programs, but the abandoning
of the highway program would cause im-
measurable inconvenience to our citizens
during the many years we will have to
wait for our transit system and even be-
yond that date.

There is no doubt that the creation of
a transit system would have an effect on
the type of highway planning which
would thereafter be conducted. But this
does not mean that the construction of
a rapid transit system precludes any
highway program whatsoever. Those
projects currently in the stages of con-
struction and of great interdependence
should not be allowed to die.

In the event that Congress authorizes
a rapid transit system for the District
of Columbia, I have little doubt that it
will receive sympathetic attention from
our committee. Until such time, how-
ever, I would like to echo the feeling that
the projects presently underway should
be completed.

Congress bears a great responsibility
to assure that the citizens of the District
of Columbia are given every possible con-
sideration and that the citizens of the
United States may continue to be proud
of their city.

Mr. KEYL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GIAIMO.
man from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. The gentleman has made
some very penetrating comments con-
cerning the juvenile delinquency situa-
tion. He is aware of the fact that the
number of cases referred to court is
misleading because, in the first place,
many of the juvenile offenders are not
apprehended. Police only warn many
offenders because of difficulty in getting
convictions. In the second place, be-
cause of the delay in getting them fo
court, many times the complainant leaves
the city or is otherwise unable to take
the youngster to court. Then we have
some other situations that compound
the problem.

The gentleman is aware of the ruling
of the court in 1961 which says that any
voluntary statements made by a juvenile
or any fact adduced as a result of this
voluntary statement cannot be used
against the alleged violator if he waived
to an adult court. In other words, in an
attempt to make a case against the
juvenile the police gather all the in-
formation they can. When the juvenile
is waived to the adult court their case
is gone. They cannot prosecute because
none of their previously completed evi-
dence can be used in the adult court.
I am sure, too, that the gentleman re-
alizes what we need more than anything
else is a local neighborhood interest of
voluntary character without publicity,
without fanfare, and without infusion
of a lot of money, so that this juvenile
problem can be considered by all the
people here directly related with the
problem and in every neighborhood.
The President’s Juvenile Commission
here in Washington has under considera-

I yield to the gentle-
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tion several means of providing just such
an approach to the problem. I know
every Member of this body will want to
cooperate completely in trying to combat
the problem, which is indeed a national
disgrace.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIAIMO. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. COHELAN. I want to compli-
ment the gentleman from Connecticut
for his very fine statement and I would
like to take this opportunity, if I may, to
clear up a couple of points that seem to
be confusing.

As I understand it, the District of
Columbia authorizing committee, of
which I a member, recently increased
the Federal payment from $32 million
to $45 million. It is my understanding
that the other body voted out an au-
thorization which calls for substantially
the sum which some of us were seeking
to have adopted by the House. I under-
stand this will go to conference and that
there will probably be a compromise ad-
justment of the figure. But from the
standpoint of appropriations could the
gentleman tell me what happens at that
point when this new authorization level
comes through?

Mr. GIAIMO. As I understand it,
once the Congress passes the increase
in the Federal share of the District of
Columbia money from $32 million to $45
million or some other figure and in-
creases the borrowing authority of the
Distriet of Columbia, then, the District
can again suggest its recommended
budget based upon the additional money
available.

At that time the District government
would come in with its additional rec-
ommendations and estimates, which is
called the “B"” budget. Our committee
would study them and make recommen-
dations to the House. Also, I under-
stand the District would have to receive
authorization from the legislative com-
mittee for any new programs.

Mr. COHELAN. Could the gentleman
tell me if I am correct in assuming that
as soon as we do pass the authorization
it is likely that the District Commis-
sioners will come in with a supplemental
request which will be presented to your
distinguished committee?

Mr. GIAIMO. I can only speak for
myself. Icannot speak for the chairman
or the committee. However, it is my un-
derstanding the Commissioners will re-
turn to the Hill and make their request
under the “B"” budget, which represents
the very heart of the real needs of the
District of Columbia. This budget does
not meet the present needs of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, in my opinion. Its real
needs are going to be met in the “B”
budget.

Mr. COHELAN. I certainly concur
and I wonder if the gentleman can give
me some idea as to when in this session
of the Congress that would take place?

Mr. GIAIMO. The other body is con-
sidering a bill which differs from the one
passed by this body and there will un-
doubtedly have to be a conference on it.
As you know, there are two approaches
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to this problem—one passed by the
House and one being considered by the
other body. So I cannot tell you when
additional action will be, but I trust it
will be some time later on this year.

Mr. COHELAN. The gentleman ex-
pects before the year is out that there
will be consideration of a supplemental
appropriation to meet the needs of the
District of Columbia?

Mr. GIAIMO. I would think so and
I would say in my own opinion there
has to be.

Mr. COHELAN.
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of the time on this side
to the distinguished gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. FINNEGAN].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FINNEGAN] is recog-
nized for 11 minutes.

Mr. FINNEGAN. Mr, Chairman, I
want to thank the outstanding chairman
of our subcommittee, the gentleman from
EKentucky [Mr. Narcuaer] for this oppor-
tunity to talk on the Distriect of Colum-
bia appropriations bill of 1964. Asa new
member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions and of this subcommittee, I en-
joyed the experience. I learned a lot
about the city in which we live a great
part of the year, and in particular, I
learned to admire the gentlemanliness,
the thoroughness and the grasp of detail
on both majority and minority sides so
necessary in presenting for the consider-
ation by this body of the annual appro-
priation bill for the District.

Of necessity, this bill, submitted under
what is known as the “A” budget is in
all truth a “bare bones” bill. But, even
in the face of this fact, if this balanced
budget fails to provide all those services
that we tend to look for in a city of this
size, our subcommittee provides a budget
for the total of $284,286,000, which is
$11,365,164 below the 1963 appropria-
tion and $5,295,000 less than the budget
estimates. Much of the time of our
hearings was consumed with the ques-
tioning, by all members, of the heads of
all the departments, the three Commis-
sioners, the comptroller, and financial
officers and such other staffl as that at
any time we asked to appear. The
chairman has informed you that all of
the capital outlays requested by the
committee and compatible with “A”
budget were allowed. Added to this was
a necessary amount of $900,000 to com-
plete the north leg also known as the
center leg to the northwest freeway, an
integral part of the highway program.

HIGHWAY FROGRAM

This highway program seemed to have
run into a roadblock when the Pres-
ident, on advice that we members of the
Committee considered to be in error, re-
quested in his transit and highway
message that further work on the Three
Sisters Bridge, the Potomac River Free-
way, and the north leg I have just men-
tioned, should be stopped until the plan
submitted by the National Capitol
Transit Authority, which eliminates
these three improvements, could be fur-
ther implemented.

I thank the gentle-



1963

In answer to my questions, all three
Commissioners stated that they were in
favor of and have been in favor of these
three improvements since 1959 when
first reported favorably by the exam-
ining Commissioner; but since they are
subject to the executive department,
they are bound to follow the suggestions
of the President. The same support was
obtained from Rex Whitten, the head
of the national road program, who rec-
ommended it highly. Our subcommit-
tee was entirely in favor of the
continuation of these highway improve-
ments not, of course, to the exclusion of
any transit plans; but rather we be-
lieve that a rapid transit system and an
adequate highway system together is the
answer to the transportation problem of
the District of Columbia for now and fu-
ture years. This is especially true since
the support of a rapid transit begun now
and not to be completed for 10 years
would be far in excess of that already
paid out or committed to the highway
program. Therefore, with all the wit-
nesses that I remembered hearing I can
unequivocally recommend, with the re-
port of our subcommittee, that these
three, the Three Sisters Bridge and the
Potomac River Freeway, both of which
have had the money previously appropri-
ated, needed for proceeding now and do
not need further money this year, and
the north side of the northern loop for
which this budget received $900,000, all
proceed with such speed as is proper.

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

Besides complimenting our very able
chairman, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Narcaer], on his courteous
handling and inimitable ability, I must
further congratulate him for foreing,
through practically his lone efforts, the
school board to initiate in some cir-
cumstances, and expand in others, the
school lunch program so much needed
in the city of Washington. Coming, as
I do, from a large city that has always
taken advantage of such programs in
places where needed, I had no idea how
very backward this city was in this in-
stance until it was brought out by the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. NaTcH-
Er] in his questioning and in the evi-
dence deduced at his demand.

CRIME IN WASHINGTON

I come from a city which has been
sorely maligned many times and is gen-
erally alluded to in different parts of the
world when crime and criminals are in-
creasing in metropolitan areas. We in
Chicago are proud of our reputation ex-
cept in that particular. We do not think
we ever deserved it, but it has taken a
long time and we have not yet lived down
the riotous living of the twenties and
early thirties, all traceable, as we know,
to the profits from bootlegging.

But, there is not the same excuse for
the District of Columbia to have ob-
tained, as they have now, such a repu-
tation through the length and breadth
of this country. Crime statistics can be
very deceiving, as most statistics can be
if improperly used; and 1 believe my
colleague on the subcommittee [Mr.
Giammo]l put his finger on it when he
told one of the witnesses that he was not
interested in national averages, but he
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was interested in the average of large
metropolitan areas such as Chicago, New
York, Los Angeles, and Boston in com-
parison with Washington, D.C. When
averages just considering metropolitan
areas of this size are taken, we then
find that the District of Columbia is very
near the top in crime, juvenile delin-
quency, venereal diseases, and all of those
unenvied things that go to give a city a
reputation that requires years to erase
unless attacked early and conscien-
tiously. The committee, as you have
been informed, was not satisfied with the
conduct of the juvenile court where only
20 percent of the cases brought to the
juvenile court by the Metropolitan Po-
lice resulted in commitment to either the
District or Federal institutions. The re-
maining 80 percent were returned back
from whence they came sometimes with-
out police knowledge. Maybe they
should have been returned back in most
instances, but there were too many cases
where they were tapped on the wrists
from 5 to 16 times before the boy in-
volved committed a erime of such ex-
cessive violence as to revolt an ordinary
person and a crime adding to the al-
ready unsatisfactory reputation of Wash-~
ington. Juvenile delinqueney is not to
be solved only by punishment, and none
of us on the committee believe in pun-
ishment alone. We believe that educa-
tion, removal of illiteracy, improvement
of the public health program, public wel-
fare, and living eonditions of the people,
through participation in neighborhood
and civic affairs are necessary. But,
there is no doubt that the handling of
the cases in the juvenile courts left some-
thing to be desired. We have the prom-
ises of the three judges and the staff that
corrections will be made. It is to the
credit of our chairman that he insisted
that all three judges and not some exec-
utive assistant attend the hearings at all
times and be available for quesfioning
and explanation of various cases that
have been disposed of.
POLICE

I believe that we have a very excellent
police department. I know of no bet-
ter, and there is no chief that I could
admire more than Chief Murray. Of
course, he is wrapped up in two decisions
which he believes interferes with the bet-
ter administration of his police duties.
That is, the so-called famous Mallory
rule, which allows him no more than 6
hours of custody before the accused must
be brought before a magistrate and be
charged with a crime with the penalty
being that any confession that is ob-
tained after this time limitation is not
admissible. This rule, of course, has to
do with apprehension and investigation
of the case for proper presentation in the
courts and that is what makes a police-
man, such as Chief Murray, mad.

He gets mad also when the Durham
rule relating to Federal courts in this
community is exercised. That is the
plea of temporary insanity which is
enough to absolve one entirely from a
crime that requires intent especially
when it is a crime of violence. This has
led to some highly peculiar decisions.
Peculiar in the faet that most serious
crimes could not be presented without
the prosecution having to be satisfied
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with a lesser conviction. An example
of this is the man who raped a woman in
an elevator when stopped between floors.
He was convicted of burglary; rape
charges were dropped because of testi-
mony that he was temporarily insane.
The rule used in such parts in which
I live, where the right and wrong test is
applied in insanity pleas, is not consid-
ered in this District.

In general, Chief Murray says he does
not want any more money and actually
does not need any more policemen ex-
cept for replacements, but his complaint
revolves around the Mallory ruling that
I mentioned. As a lawyer, which many
of you in this body also are trained for,
I can appreciate the necessity of not al-
lowing a person to remain in the custody
of the arresting body too long. Too
many third degree methods have ex-
tracted confessions, and I believe that
most of the members of the subcommit-
tee, four of the five of which I know to be
lawyers, sympathize with Chief Murray,
but consider improved police work might
take up the slack where needed. There
is no doubt that something is needed be-
cause some parts of this city are a jungle
and much of the nice walks through the
hundreds of trees and through beautiful
scenery surrounding this great city can-
not be taken under the fear of attack.

NIGHT MEETINGS

You will find, upon examining the
hearings of the subcommittee, that a
series of night meetings were called in
the House caucus room attended by rep-
resentatives of all groups and many
neighborhoods, plus other organizations
and interested citizens who wished to be
heard. These hearings, from 6 p.m.
many times ending about 10 p.m., ex-
tended for 13 days and full considera-
tion was given to the people who ap-
peared with statements. All of the
testimony was weighed carefully and is
included in our conclusions.

In coneclusion, this is a good budget.
It is the only one that could be sub-
mitted, a I mentioned, because it must
be a balanced budget and must be sub-
mitted under the funds presently avail-
able to the District. Local newspapers
agree that, as the Washington Evening
Star stated editorially. “Under the
circumstances, the committee did ex-
traordinarily well.”” The Washington
Post commended Chairman NaTcHEr and
called our deletions marginal and ones
that “can be absorbed without great
trouble.”

This body has passed an authoriza-
tion bill raising the Federal contribution
and increasing the loaning power in the
same proportion. When and if this
legislation clears the other body, then
the pending requests of the District,
known as the ‘“B” budgef, which will
supplement the one being submitted to-
day, will come up for hearing. You can
be sure that we members of the sub-
committee can assure you that we will
give the same amount of care and atten-
tion that we have given to this one.

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BaLowinl.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr., Chairman, I
want to commend the committee on its
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recommendations dealing witl. the Three
Sisters Bridge, the Potomac River Free-
way and the north leg of the interloop.
It has been my privilege during the last
9 years to serve on the Roads Subcom-
mittee of the House Committee on Public
Works. Yesterday we completed 2
weeks of hearings reviewing the status
of the Federal interstate hichway pro-
gram and, specifically, its status in urban
areas and particularly in the Washing-
ton area. I think practically everybody
in this room would like to say that Wash-
ington is leading the Nation in the exam-
ple it is providing in the construction
of Federal interstate highways through
this metropolitan area. Unfortunately,
this is not the case. We found in those
2 weeks of hearings that the Washington
situation was a sea of confusion and
when we got into the meat of it, to find
out why this sea of confusion existed,
we found despite the recommendations
in 1959 of every responsible planning
agency in Washington, D.C., that the
Federal interstate highway system in the
‘Washington area should be expedited,
that the recommendation of one agency
which has come into the picture in the
last few months, for all practical pur-
poses, has brought the Federal interstate
highway program in the Washington
area to a standstill. This is the recom-
mendation of the National Capital
Transportation Agency, which submitted
the recommendation a few months ago,
that the Three 8Sisters Bridge, the
Potomac River Freeway, and the north
leg of the interloop should not be built
at this time and, in fact, should be sus-
pended indefinitely.

We heard during our hearings testi-
mony directly opposite to the recom-
mendations of the National Washington
Transportation Agency—from the State
of Virginia, the State of Maryland, from
the Commissioners of the Washington
area, from the American Association of
State Highway officials, from the Wash-
ington Metropolitan Area Transit Com-
mission—from all responsible agencies
that worked on the Federal interstate
highway system for many years.

All of these were united that this pro-
gram must go forward. The key to this
program is the expediting of the pro-
gram in the Washington area.

Mr. Chairman, the Congress in pass-
ing the Federal Interstate Highway Act
of 1956 increased the Federal gasoline
tax from 3 cents to 4 cents a gallon. We
did so on the basis that highway users
would get their fair share of benefit from
the improvements in the roads in their
areas which formed a portion of the
Federal Interstate Highway System.

Mr, Chairman, I want to say that the
present situation in the District of Col-
umbia area, which contains at least 2
million people in the metropolitan area,
is a penalty to the 2 million people, prac-
tically all of whom own automobiles and
who are paying 4 cents a gallon in Fed-
eral tax every time they buy a gallon of
gas. This tax goes into the highway
trust fund. They should have the right
to receive comparable benefits for the ex-
penditure of that 4 cents a gallon. They
are not getting them. The reason they
are not getting them is primarily because
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of the obstructiveness of the National
Capital Transportation Agency.

Mr, Chairman, it seems to me that this
block has got to be broken. The people
here are entitled to the same benefits un-
der this program as the people in the
other parts of the country; for instance,
the people in my home State of Califor-
nia, and the people in other States. They
are being penalized by a theory that
apparently the National Capital Trans-
portation Agency has that if they can
bar any improvement of the highway
system in the Washington, D.C., area,
they can force sufficient support for a
mass transit program.

Mr. Chairman, I am not against mass
transit for Washington, D.C. But I want
to say this: If this Agency thinks the
way it is going to win more support in
Congress is by obstructing the Federal
interstate highway program, which was
approved by this body by an overwhelm-
ing vote, I think the National Capital
Transportation Agency will find that
some of us who would otherwise sup-
port it will probably oppose it until the
NCTA withdraws its opposition to the
completion of the program for Federal
interstate highway construction in the
Washington area as contemplated when
we enacted the Highway Act of 1956.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BALDWIN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend the distinguished gen-
tleman from California for the fine
statement he has just made to the House.
In addition I want to commend every
member of the gentleman’s subcommit-
tee and the full Committee on Public
Works, Certainly I think the gentleman
is right. This is no time to bring fo an
abrupt halt the highway system in the
city of Washington. I wanted to thank
the gentleman for his fine statement.

Mr. BALDWIN. I thank the gentle-
man from Kentucky for his remarks.

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no
further requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

EDUCATION

Education, including the development of
national defense education programs and for
matching Federal grants under the National
Defense Education Act of September 2, 1958
(72 Stat. 1580), as amended, $61,870,000, of
which $643,921 shall be for development of
vocational education in the District of Co-
lumbia in accordance with the Act of June
8, 1936, as amended.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I have been reading in
the newspapers something about a “B”
budget. What is a “B” budget in connec-
tion with the District of Columbia?

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would like to say
to my distinguished friend, the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. Grossl, that under
the present revenue here in the city of
Washington there will be ample funds
to take care of the budget that we have
now under consideration. This is re-
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ferred to as the “A” budget. This is
the budget that was presented by the
President during the month of January.

As the distinguished gentleman from
Iowa well knows, some 2 weeks ago here
in the House the Federal payment ceiling
was increased from $32 to $45 million.
In addition to that, another bill was
enacted which provides that the loan
authority for the District of Columbia
is now increased from $75 million, which
had heretofore been the case, to $150
million.

Mr. Chairman, those two bills, as the
distinguished gentleman well knows, are
now pending in the other body. When
those bills are enacted and after the
President signs into law these two bills,
there are certain requests pertaining to
the schools, the police department, the
Department of Welfare, and certain
other departments in the District of Co-
lumbia that will then be presented. I
presume that the requests will be in a
supplemental bill or in the usual manner.

Mr. GROSS. Approximately, then,
how much will be added to the spending
called for under this bill?

Mr. NATCHER. I am unable to an-
swer the question. As far as the $284
million now up for consideration, of
course, there will be nothing added to
this particular bill. As far as the items
that will be presented in the future, I
will say to the gentleman quite frankly
every consideration will be given to these
items, especially the capital outlay re-
quests and to any inecrease in the Federal
payment. Iwant the gentleman fo know
that we will carefully consider every re-
quest that is made.

Mr. GROSS. In other words, this is
only a part of the spending for the Dis-
trict of Columbia?

Mr. NATCHER. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. GROSS. And there is no real
estimate as to what future bills will call
for?

Mr. NATCHER. The amount re-
quested, I will say to the distinguished
gentleman, will be in the neighborhood
of from $35 to $40 million.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
from EKentucky for his explanation and
I want to express my personal apprecia-
tion to him and the members of his
subcommittee for their diligence in pre-
paring this bill. Now let me ask this
question: On page 10 of the report, under
the heading of repayments of loans and
interest, is there any money in this or
anywhere else in the bill to take care of
the financing of Washington's super-
duper stadium?

Mr. NATCHER. Yes. I regret fo in-
form the gentleman this stadium which
Congress authorized and which was to
cost between $6 and $7 million and
later cost $19.8 million and which I
consider to be a white elephant, should
never have been placed on the backs of
the taxpayers of the city of Washington.
It is now costing the taxpayers of the city
of Washington approximately $800,000 a
year in interest alone, not in retiring
bonds but in interest alone, and we are
having to borrow this money. Only re-
cently a little over $500,000 was borrowed
for this purpose.
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Mr. GROSS. You say “we.” Do you
mean the District of Columbia govern-
ment?

Mr. NATCHER. The District of Co-
Iumbia government is having to bor-
row this money. This is a direct charge
on the city of Washington.

Mr. GROSS. How much will the tax-
payers in EKentucky and the taxpayers
in Iowa contribute fo this? I am using
them as an example of all of the tax-
payers of the country. How much will
all the taxpayers of the country have
to contribute to finance this white
elephant?

Mr. NATCHER. I may say to the
gentleman that very little, if any, is com-
ing from the Commonwealth of Ken-
tucky and from the great State of Towa.
I say that for the reason that last year
the payment was $30 million. This re-
quest is for $30 million. If any part of
that $30 million would be applied to this,
it would be very, very small. So I will
say to the gentleman nearly all, if not
all, of the money for the stadium is a
direct burden on the District of Colum=-
bia.

Mr. GROSS. On the taxpayers of the
Distriet of Columbia?

Mr. NATCHER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

(By unanimous consent (at the re-
quest of Mr. Gross) he was allowed to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this is
the stadium we were told away back
when—1952, 1953, or 1954, somewhere
in there, would not cost the taxpayers
anywhere a single dime. This was to be
financed by private enterprise. This
ought to be another lesson to the House
of Representatives that promises and
assurances cannot always be accepted
at face value, especially when a project
is involved that starts at $6 or
$7 million and winds up costing nearly
$20 million. If this came before the
gentleman's committee, how are we pro-
gressing with Mr. O. Roy Chalk in the
removal of his streetcar tracks in the
District of Columbia?

Mr. NATCHER. I am glad the gentle-
man asked that question. Several years
ago an arrangement was made whereby
the sum of $10 million was to be set
aside in a reserve fund for use in pay-
ing to remove the tracks. This amount
was charged to those who ride the buses
and streetcars. It was a reserve fund
that was built up by the transit com-
pany.

We went into this matter very care-
fully last year and again this year with
the Commissioners. The hearings will
disclose some 15 or 20 pages of testi-
mony concerning this matter. That $10
million has now been reduced to less
than $5 million and as far as the transit
company is concerned, I want to assure
the gentleman on behalf of our commit-
tee and every Member of the House that
the transit company is not going to make
one dime out of this transaction. I
pledge that to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for the statement he has just made, be-
cause I have been fearful, as have other
Members of the House, that this in the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

end would come back again to the peo-
ple who ought not to be made to carry
a burden which is the responsibility of
the Washington transit company.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. WYMAN. I would like to revert
for 1 minute to the “A” and “B” budget
concept that the gentleman originally
talked about. I would like to invite the
gentleman’s attention to the fact that it
is not a responsibility or a fault in any
way of the Committee on Appropria-
tions connected with this “A” and “B”
budget concept. There is nothing we
could do about it. It did not originate
with us and it is not our responsibility.
Does the gentleman understand that?

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution. No, I did not really
understand it.

Now, on the matter of the cultural
center, is there any money in any part
of this bill for a cultural center in Wash-
ington, D.C.?

Mr. NATCHER. I am delighted to
inform the distinguished gentleman
from Iowa and my friend that there is
no money in this bill for that purpose.
The gentleman will be interested in one
point concerning this matter which ap-
pears in the hearings. At the time they
came in to testify concerning the budget
request for fiscal year 1964 we called the
attention of the Commissioners to a liftle
piece of land down there which sold for
a little over $700,000—purchased and
made a part of the cultural center. We

them the question as to how much
it was assessed for taxes. As the gentle-
man well knows, we had them put in the
record the 10 highest commercial prop-
erties under assessment and the 10 high-
est residential properties. We do this
for one reason only—to let everybody see
how they are assessing this property.
One of the large hotels here some 5
years ago was assessed for a little over
$4 million and the gentleman in the well
now asking the gquestion inquired about
this hotel which sold at that time for $18
million. The gentleman was correct at
that time and he is correct now. We
use that system for the purpose of let-
ting everybody know what is taking
place in the real estafte field. In the
hearings you will find where we went
into the question of this $700,000 used
to purchase this land. However, I would
like to say to the gentleman that there
are no funds in this bill for that pur-
pose, and the $700,000 was not a District
transaction.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
and I hope that subsequent appropria-
tion bills for the District of Columbia
will earry no funds for such purpose
until at least the literacy rate in the
District of Columbia starts going up in-
stead of down, as you so well point out
in your report. It is inconceivable to
me that there should be anywhere from
$35 to $75 million spent on a cultural
center in the District of Columbia with
the rate of illiteracy going up. A plush
cultural center is about the last thing
needed in the District of Columbia un-
der those circumstances.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to in-
quire of the very able chairman of the
subcommittee [Mr. NaTcHER] with regard
to a few questions in this public safety
section. I see the appropriation that is
recommended by the subcommittee for
public safety appears to be an astro-
nomical figure of $65 million. In going
through the breakdown on this I notice
that the present strength of the Metro-
politan Police Department of the Dis-
triet is about 2,900. Is that a constant
figure, or an increase, or a decrease?

Mr, NATCHER. The authorized per-
sonnel for the Department is 3,000.
They have not been able to recruit some
men from time to time. The total per-
;onnel at this time is just a little over

,900.

Mr. DEVINE. I notice about $30 mil-
lion of this $65 million is for the Metro-
politan Police Department. There are
2,900 policemen. Is the gentleman in a
position to tell me what the population
of the District of Columbia is?

Mr. NATCHER. About 789,000. The
Distriet of Columbia, as the gentleman
from Ohio well knows, is one of the few
major cities that lost population in the
last census.

Mr. DEVINE. Does the gentleman
happen to have a breakdown of the ratio
of police officers per person in the Dis-
trict?

Mr. NATCHER. I do not have that
ratio, but I would like to say to the gen-
tleman that for cities comparable in size
to the city of Washington the figure of
3,000 is second from the top. Therefore,
the number of officers we have is not
too many or too few.

Mr. DEVINE. Not too many nor too
few?

Mr. NATCHER. That is correct.

Mr. DEVINE. Imight inform the gen-
tleman that I have the honor to repre-
sent, in the 12th District of Ohio, the
capital city, Columbus.

Mr, NATCHER. I would like to say
to the distinguished gentleman that Co-
lumbus is a fine city. I went to law school
there.

Mr. DEVINE. I understand that the
gentleman attended the Ohio State Uni-
versity Law School. I would like to point
out that in that capital city, which does
not include the suburbs, the population
is roughly 500,000 and there are approxi-
mately 500 police officers, a ratio of one
per thousand. I think the ratio here is
considerably higher than that, is if not?

Mr. NATCHER. The gentleman is
correct. There is one statement I know
the gentleman would be interested in.
At no time during the day do we have
more than 500 police officers on the
streets. We have a great many civic
functions, embassy parties, and so forth,
and a number of police officers have to be
assigned to them. In addition we have
over 16 million visitors each year.

Mr. DEVINE. On the other hand, in
addition to the Metropolitan Police, 2,900
of them, do we not have the Capitol
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Police, the Park Police, and some other
categories?

Mr. NATCHER. The gentleman is
exactly right, but in nearly every in-
stance when additional officers are re-
quested the request goes to the Metro-
politan Police.

Mr. DEVINE. In my remarks I do not
in any way mean to be be critical of the
committee. The fact is I would like to
pay a high eompliment to the Police De-
partment of the District of Columbia.
The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. EKyLr],
and I, on a number of occasions at night,
have accompanied some of the men in
the ranks throughout the District to see
what the situation is., I think they are
doing a tremendous job under very trying
circumstances. The continued rise in
crime statistics in the Nation's Capital
certainly is not through the fault of the
Metropolitan Police Department. To the
contrary, the courts, some social workers
and professional do-gooders and bleeding
hearts must bear much of the blame,

I thank the chairman.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, since I have been a
Member of this body, I have never with-
held my vote for money to keep the Cap-
ital City of our country clean, beautiful,
well kept up, and well provided for.
‘Washington is our national showecase. It
is the patriotic shrine of the American
people.

I know of none in the House of Repre-
sentatives who work harder, with more
diligence and dedication, than the dis-
tinguished chairman and able members
of this great subcommittee, and this they
do with no political advantage to them in
their home districts. I have read care-
fully the volume of the public hearings,
and have been impressed by the scope
and the depth of the subcommittee’s in-
quiry into the problems and the needs of
the metropolis that is the seat of the Na-
tional Government. Surely our col-
leagues on the subcommittee, the chair-
man and all the members of both parties
serving on his team, deserve our thanks
and the thanks of the Nation.

Yet, Mr. Chairman, I am unhappy and
disturbed that the bill now under consid-
eration has no money for the Old Sol-
diers Home that for 75 years has shel-
tered destitute veterans of all the wars of
our country who had no other home. It
well may be that the District of Colum-
bia has no responsibility for the veterans
from the many States of the Union who
find themselves stranded, penniless, un-
able to find employment in the beautiful
Capital City of the Nation for which they
fought. I dare say, however, that the
people of Washington, if permitted to
vote, would overwhelmingly accept that
responsibility and would vote out of pow-
er any city administration that sought to
establish a reputation for fiscal responsi-
bility by kicking into the streets a hand-
ful of old and penniless war veterans.
That is not the spirit of our America
that visitors to Washington envision
when they gaze at the dome above our
Capitol. Washington should always be
warm of heart as well as clean and beau-
tiful,
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I was shocked when on Sunday last I
was informed that the Old Soldiers
Home had been closed on July 1. Homes
for the three Spanish-American war vet-
erans, I am informed, were found, one in
Philadelphia, one in Virginia, one in
Florida. For that I am thankful. An
effort was made to place the other vet-
erans, temporarily at least, but it is un-
certain at this time that all have found
even temporary shelter.

In the abhsence of a full report on the
extent of the tragedy of the closing of
the Old Soldiers’ Home, and because of
the inadequate time to alert and inform
the membership of the House, my col-
league from Texas [Mr. Casey], and I
have decided not to offer an amendment
providing for some $50,000 for the con-
tinued maintenance of the Old Soldiers’
Home. We feel confident that such an
amendment would be adopted if there
were opportunity to inform the member-
ship of the situation. As it is, there are
not more than 40 Members on the floor,
and those responding to a quorum call
would have scant chance of informing
themselves until called upon to vote.

Under the circumstances, we feel it is
wiser to leave the matter in the hands
of the other body, trusting that there
it will receive full study and attention
and that, if in the judgment of the
Members of that body the facts justify,
the item will be restored by amendment.

My colleagues will find the case for
the temporary home for veterans of all
wars unanswerably represented in the
testimony of Albert C. Allen on pages
1060 and 1061 of the hearings.

Mr. Chairman, on June 17, 1963 I
wrote the Honorable Walter N. Tobriner,
president of the Board of Commissioners
of the District of Columbia, asking what
provision he was making for food and
shelter for the sick and physically handi-
capped veterans if displaced.

Mr. Tobriner, in his reply dated June
24, 1963 stated:

With respect to the operation of the fa-
cility after July 1, 1963, it is my understand-
ing that a letter was sent on May 21, 1963,
to the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, U.S.
Veterans’ Administration from the board of
governors of the temporary home applying
for reimbursement from the Veterans' Ad-
ministration.

More recently however, on June 13, 1963,
Mr, Gerard M. Shea, administrator of Dis-
trict of Columbia welfare institutions and
Mr. Mark Hutchinson, superintendent of the
Temporary Home for Veterans of All Wars
met with representatives of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration's domicillary facility at Ee-
coughtan, Va. The staff of the Veterans'
Administration facility indicated that they
are in a position to take all the veterans in
residence at the t.emp home, assumlng
they are eligible. This matter i8 now being
explored further so that certain detalls can
be worked out. Should the Veterans' Admin-
istration not he able to take care of the
present residents of the temporary home, it
may be possible on a temporary basis to pro-
vide food and lodging at the Distriet of
Columbia Muniecipal Lodging House for those

who do have the financial means to provide
for themselves.

Representatives of the District of Columbia
government will continue to work with the
board of governors of the temporary home
during this transition period. Please be as-
sured that every effort will be made to pro-
vide proper treatment to the veterans in resi-
dence at the temporary home.

July 11

Mr. Chairman, it would seem reason-
able to conclude that with sufficient time
an accommodation could be made with
the Veterans’ Administration to reim-
burse the District of Columbia, especially
as the cost of maintenance is much
lower at the Old Soldiers’ Home and the
present VA facilities are overcrowded.
To keep the Old Soldiers’ Home closed to
me seems both a folly and a tragedy.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Texas.

Mr. CASEY. I want to compliment
the gentleman for his diligence and fair-
ness in this matter. I, too, was con-
cerned about it when this matter was
brought to my attention a day or two
ago, and wanted to make some effort to
save this home. I, too, was concerned,
as was the gentleman, that there were
some men there without representation
here in the Congress and who possibly
had been forgotten. I assure the gentle-
man that if it turns out that his infor-
mation is wrong, he will have my as-
sistance to correct the situation.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Were it not
for the gentleman’s counsel and help I
am afraid I would have been lost. He
has been a tower of strength. He was
approached as I was very late in the
drama, and after the committee had
acted. I am very grateful to him. I
know that he did have prepared an
amendment to offer provided it seemed
advisable under the circumstances pre-
vailing. Iknow he joins with me in sug-
gesting that the matter be more thor-
oughly looked into so that if it is justified
an amendment may be offered in the
other body.

Mr. CASEY. The committee has had
no requests from the District. I think
the committee has acted properly, and
there is no reflection on the committee.
However, it is unfortunate for someone
to be overlooked for the lack of someone
to appreciate him.

Mr. O'HARA of Ilinois. I join with
the gentleman in that feeling. I do not
wish my remarks to be construed as
critical of the subcommittee, which has
done an outstanding job. I do feel that
if the subcommittee had been completely
informed of any phases of the tragedy
it would have included an appropriation
for the Old Soldiers’ Home, and that if
the other body acts favorably it will ac-
cept the amendment.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of the bill be considered as read and be
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise
and report the bill back to the House,
with the recommendation that the bill
do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose, and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr, Price, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
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(H.R. 7T431) making appropriations for
the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part against the revenues
of said Distriet for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1964, and for other pur-
poses, directed him to report the same
back to the House with the recommen-
dation that the bill do pass.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill to final
passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
thle engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who spoke on the bill may have 5 legis-
lative days in which to extend their re-
marks.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today, it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION BILL—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. KIRWAN submitted a conference
report and statement on the bill (H.R.
5279) making appropriations for the
Department of the Interior and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1964, and for other purposes.

CEREMONIES ON THE CENTENARY
OF THE BATTLE OF GETTYSBURG

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, in or-
der that events in connection with the
centenary of the Battle of Gettysburg be
recorded for posterity, I include in the
REecorp the remarks of Postmaster Gen-
eral J. Edward Day, Assistant Secretary
of Interior, John A. Carver, Jr., and
Hon. William W. Scranton, Governor of
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, be
inserted in the RECORD.
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The addresses were delivered from the
Eternal Light Peace Memorial, July 1,
1963.

Postmaster Day dedicated the Gettys-
burg commemorative stamp. Mr. Carver
accepted deeds of additional battlefield
land made possible by the Pennsylvania
Commandery of the Military Order of
the Loyal Legion and the Gettysburg
Battlefield Preservation Association.
Governor Scranton assisted youthful
descendants of the honored dead in re-
dedicating a new torch of peace.

The ceremonies were conducted under
a blazing sun. It was a coincidence that
at the centenary of the first day of
battle, the temperature stood at the
century mark.

REMARKS BY J. EDwaRD DAY, POSTMASTER GEN-
ERAL AT THE DEDICATION OF 5-CENT GETTYS-
BURG COMMEMORATIVE STAMP, GETTYSBURG,
Pa, JuLy 1, 1968

One hundred years ago today there began
on this ground a grisly battle that was per-
haps the most crucial ever fought anywhere.

One hundred and seventy-five thousand
tiroops took part. The fighting went on for
3 days. When it was over, thousands lay
dead and 50,000 had been wounded.

Gettysburg was the turning point of the
war. When Gen. Robert E. Lee began an
orderly retreat on July 4, followed by a
wagon train of wounded 17 miles in length,
the last Confederate invasion of the North
was ended and southern military power was
on the decline.

Lee had hoped, by moving North, to gain
several major objectives: to take supplies
from the enemy, to capture one or more
key cities, to cause a diversion that might
help the Confederates, beleaguered by Grant
at Vicksburg, and to bring fear to the hearts
of the people of the North, thereby increas-
ing the already formidable clamor for a
negotiated peace.

Actually, as it turned out, Lee's drive
northward had the opposite effect. The
alarm created by the invasion rallied the
population behind the Union Government.

Gen. George Meade's Army of the Po-
tomac moved up the Shenandoah Valley into
Pennsylvania to Intercept Lee. Meade hoped
to reach a line along the Big Pike Creek, 16
miles southeast of here. Although the huge
armies engaged at Gettysburg, neither side
had planned to fight at this location.

The series of bloody exchanges which took
place in and around Gettysburg are still be-
ing studied by military historians and strate-
gists. They were marked by brilliant, as
well as faulty, tactics, by formidable gal-
lantry, by stealthy ambushes, by brave
charges, by terrifying retreats, by pain and
horror.

The climax came with the last Confeder-
ate thrust. The gallant troops under Maj.
Gen, George Pickett made their famed charge
across open fields toward Cemetery Hill, but
were mowed down by overwhelming Union
fire. That charge was the high water mark
of the battle,

Meade was much criticized for not pur-
suing and defeating the battered Confederate
Army before it was able to escape across
the Potomaec.

Heavy rains hindered the movements of
both armies after the battle. Lee reached
the river several days ahead of his pursuers,
but found his pontoon bridge destroyed.
Meade procrastinated and Lee took his army
across the river on the 13th of July before
Meade could launch his attack.

Presldent Lincoln was furious. To Gen.
Oliver O. Howard, who commanded a corps
at Gettysburg, he wrote:

“I was deeply mortified by the escape of
Lee across the Potomac, because the sub-
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stantial destruction of his army would have
ended the war.”

Union soldiers from 18 States were killed
at Gettysburg. These BStates jolned to
purchase a portion of the battlefield for a
memorial cemetery. The trustees of the
cemetery invited Edward Everett, a former
president of Harvard and Senator from
Massachusetts, and one of the most re-
nowned orators of the day, to come to the
site to dellver a commemorative address.
They suggested October 23 as the date, but
Everett, whose orations were not noted for
their brevity, replied that he could not pre-
pare an adequate speech before November 19.

President Lincoln was invited to attend on
this latter date almost as an afterthought,
and the trustees were surprised at his ac-
ceptance. Lincoln and his party arrived in
Gettysburg on the night of November 18,
after a 5-hour trip from Washington. He
appeared that night in response to a sere-
nade and made a few remarks,

Lincoln was habltually cautious In his
public speech and he mentioned that In his
position it was important not to “say any
foolish things.” An irreverent man in the
audience shouted, “if you can help it.”

The following day, in front of some 20,000
persons, Everett delivered a 2-hour address,
which roamed over subjects ranging from
the funeral customs of ancient Athens to
the assorted purposes of war. Lincoln's
speech, which followed, was, according to
historians, considered by many to be almost
shockingly brief.

I find those reports hard to believe. I have
never heard of anyone criticizing a speech
because it was too short.

Lincoln was disappointed with the reaction
of the audience to his speech. He had
worked hard on it. It is not true, as the
legend tells us, that he composed It at the
last moment on the back of an envelope.
However, even though the newspapers gave
most of the play to Everett's address, Lin-
coln’s remarks were lmmediately recognized
as an extraordinary and classic statement of
the democratic purpose.

Everett, himself, wrote Lincoln:

“I should be glad if I could flatter myself
that I came as near the central idea of the
oceasion in 2 hours as you did in 2 minutes.”

The Gettysburg Address was and remains
a vital and eloquent document because it
looked beyond the transient issues to the
deeper significance of Gettysburg: The test-
ing of the democratic idea and the endur-
ance of government by the people.

Lincoln spoke of human liberty in uni-
versal terms; he realized that the outcome
of the grim struggle would be of enduring
importance to men everywhere, for all time.
The stirring simplicity of his words gave
the Battle of Gettysburg a perpetual time-
liness and made it symbolize the difficult
and continuing struggle to preserve demo-
cratic government.

Gettysburg was decisive for our present-
day American role as the top world power.
And, on the other hand, as the key battle,
in the world's first so-called modern war, it
was @& tragic chapter in man’s inhumanity to
man. It should have been an object lesson
on the horrors of war and of the hideous
consequences of resorting to force to settle
complex differences.

In today's world of a divided Germany, a
divided Europe, & divided China, Gettysburg
provides a beacon light of hope for reunifi-
cation. In the face of disappointments and
failures in our American efforts for a nuclear
test ban treaty and for disarmament, Gettys-
burg should remind us never to lose heart,
because the stakes are so momentous in the
effort for peace.

In a more limited sphere, Gettysburg re-
minds us of two things about leadership.

The South, from beginning to end, had a
superb top military leader in Lee—recog-
nized as such through the whole course of
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the war. On the other hand, the Unlon's

Army of the Potomac was handicapped for

the first several years of the war with

changes in its top command. Lincoln had
to make many changes,

We should have learned then, 100 years
ago, how essential is ultimate civilian con-
trol of a military establishment. And we
can be grateful that in today's world of un-
certain, unstable, and makeshift govern-
ments, that we Americans are blessed with
a stable and effective system of government
as we pursue our national ideals.

I hope that the Gettysburg Centennial will
make people think not of the specious
glamour of battle, but of its abject horror
and degradation. And I hope that the 130
million Gettysburg stamps we are issuing
following this dedication today will remind
Americans not of bitterness and internecine
strife, but of the preservation of the Union
and of the freedom and of the greatness of
the United States.

REMARKS OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE IN-
TERIOR JOHN A. CARVER, JR., AT THE GETTYS-
BURG CENTENNIAL OBSERVANCE, GETTYSEURG
NATIONAL MILITARY PARK, PA., MONDAY, JULY
1, 1963

If there were ever an occasion and a place
where a listed speaker should be tempted to
stand mute, this would most certainly qual-
ify. What was sald here nearly a century
ago In consecrating this hallowed ground
seems destined to endure beyond man's
memory of the deeds that were done here,
And yet, despite our admitted incompetence
to vie with Lincoln's fellcitous phrase or to
match his somber eloguence, it is good that
we return to Gettysburg—to the turning
point of national history, to the place where
national unity was saved, where the ideals
expressed by the emancipator became pos-
sible of realization,

For Lincoln, the task was that of dedicat-
ing a resting place for the honored dead
of his generation. For us, that period and
its events—even 1ts significance—must seem
remote, almost contrived in the relative sim-
plicity of the issues behind the awful strug-
gle that tock place here. We look at Gettys-
burg—and at Lincoln’'s expression of its
meaning—with the perspective of a century.
Having lived through a generation of de-
pression, war, and a peace that gives no
peace, we tend to regard the events of early
July 1863 as a plece of the past that is
walled off from present reality.

And yet, to reread Lincoln's message at
Gettysburg is to be reenforced in our recol-
lection of what was at stake on this fleld
of honor and of sorrow. We see the issues
of 1863 stripped of the partisan distractions
and the heroic folklore constructed through
the years. Lincoln compressed a decade of
strife and 2 years of war into one declaration
of faith: That the Nation dedicated to the
proposition that all men are created egual
should not perish from the earth.

That Nation has not perished from the
earth—but neither have its ideals, so elo-
quently expressed, been fully implemented.
That task remains for our generation to
fulfill. For a hundred years, the equality
defined on this fleld has been withheld from
millions of our fellow citizens. What they
once patiently awalted, they now demand as
a matter of right. Unrest is at large over
the Nation—and over nothing that was not
baslcally at issue here a century ago.

We search for peaceful solution to the
civil rights issues of 1963. FPeaceful solu-
tions have been found in many areas of this
subject, prinecipally through the high prin-
ciples, the vision and the dedication to con-
stitutional guarantees enunciated by an
enlightened judiclary and by far-ranging
executive action to assure that these guar-
antees are not denied, through artifice or
legalistic sleight of hand. The President has
now called for a new dedication to the equal-
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ity under law which Lincoln defined as the
purpose behind a bloody struggle a century
ago. It is time for the Congress to respond—
to give positive expression to the ideals for
which men fought in the past. National
honor, not the threat of civil strife, must be
the motivating force by which all our citi-
zens are accorded, ungrudgingly, the equal
opportunity for which our system stands.

Thus, Gettysburg is more than a historical
reminder, important as that is. It is just as
important that Abraham Lincoln gave voice
to what must be a national objective for
our generation. It is therefore fitting that
we should meet here to mark the further
perfection of this shrine to man’s highest
ideals as well as herolc deeds.

I am honored by the privilege of accepting
the public-spirited donation of key tracts
of land which will help round out this na-
tional historical park. I commend the two
organizations which are responsible for mak-
ing this event possible. They represent the
finest aspects of the spirit that motivates
preservation of our national heritage. The
Military Order of the Loyal Legion has an
illustrious history of patriotic devotion
derived from the forebears of its membership,
Union officers who served with distinction on
these fields. The roots of the Gettysburg
Battlefleld Preservation Assoclation also
reach deep into the soil of this valley and
the study of its history. In the finest tradi-
tions of the conservation movement, its
members have excited the concern of Amer-
icans everywhere to protect these battlefields
for public use and inspiration.

To these organizations, therefore, and to
the many private donors of large and small
amounts, I extend the sincere thanks of the
American public. On behalf of President
Eennedy and Secretary Udall, I accept these
lands and pledge to the domors that they
will be conserved and dedicated solely to the
purposes for which they have been tendered.
ADpDRESS BY Gov. WiLriam W. SCRANTON AT

OPENING CEREMONIES OF CENTENNIAL OF

THE BATTLE OoF GETITYSBURG, JULY 1, 1963

Mr, Postmaster General, Governors, and
other distinguished representatives of the
States, honored guests, members of the
clergy, my fellow Americans; all Pennsyl-
vanians join me, I know, in extending a most
hearty welcome to all of you as we gather
at one of our Natlon’s great shrines.

It is our hope that your visit will be both
meaningful and pleasant,

A hundred years ago, nearly 160,000 Ameri-
cans—some clad in blue and some in gray—
assembled here to fight a battle,

For 3 days on this very fleld they
dedicated themselves to the grim business
of war,

When the battle ended, almost one-third
of their number were dead, wounded or
missing, The survivors limped away to seek
the strength to fight again another day.

Man has an infinite capacity to commem-
orate his works of war, so a century later we
gather on the same field,

But surely commemoration of a battle can-
not be our real purpose for assembling.

If the grass and trees of Gettysburg came
to grow again, despite the blood that soaked
their roots, just as surely Americans can
learn from what happened here,

If so, we need to know why it happened.

America on the eve of the Civil War was
heir to man's ancient and natural desire to
be free,

The propositions upon which our Nation
had been founded were the most noble man
has ever conceived.

The paradox of the Civil War is that it was
fought with both sides invoking those same
principles.

The North held that freedom would be
destroyed if weakened by sectionalism and
rebellion. The South held that it would be
equally destroyed if an American lost the
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right to desert a government in which he no
longer believed.

“It i1s safe to assert,” sald Abraham Lin-
coln, “that no government proper ever had a
provision in its organic law for its own
termination.”

And, Jefferson Davis told the first Con-
federate Congress, “All we ask 18 to be let
alone.”

Thus a Nation divided itself. The Civil
‘War was fought because this Natlon’s need
to understand itself far outstripped the time
and tools it had to reach that understanding.

The ancient struggle for human rights
passed into a tragic interlude, An interlude
in which half a Nation could look upon the
gentle Mr. Lincoln as a tyrant. An inter-
lude in which half a nation could look upon
the gallant General Lee as a traitor,

Shouting the same slogans, fighting for
the same broad principles, the American
Nation went to war with itself.

Such a war could not help but underscore
one of the great truths about our system of
self-government.

Democratic soclety has within it a per-
petual tension, a never-ending push-and-
pull as it strives to work the will of the
majority without trampling the rights of the
minority.

We treasure the human soul, but we recog-
nize, too, the material needs of the human
body. We know that life without lberty
is not really life at all. But, we also know
that political freedom without economic
freedom is not really freedom at all.

Unlike the other system which today com-
petes across the world for the minds of
men, we do not belleve that man must give
up his liberties to fill his belly.

An intrinsic part of our system is the be-
Hef that man is best equipped to acquire a
fair share of the world’'s material prosperity
for himself and his family when he is truly
free In mind and spirit.

For us, freedom 1s not only the best philo-
sophical system, it is the best economic sys-
tem as well.

But most important of all, we know that
freedom's business is never done.

In the days ahead, our Nation will be
sorely pressed to put to use the lessons it
has learned at great expense.

There s the continulng task of molding
a government strong enough to fulfill its
purpose, but not so strong and centralized
that it violates its own reason for existence.

There is the task of regulating our busi-
ness system sufficlently to guarantee the
opportunity of its fruits to all, but not so
harshly that we destroy the very system
that lays the golden eggs.

There is the task of jolning other free
men in alllances of strength to protect our
freedoms, but of avolding the nuclear de-
struction of the world in the process.

And, there is the task of driving prejudice
out of the human heart at least as rapldly
as we are learning to drive men Into outer
space.

One hundred years after Gettysburg, Amer-
ica still has not completely solved the prob-
lems of self-government. But those who fell
on this battlefield have not dled in vain be-
cause our Nation today is great enough to
keep trying.

Despite our sectional differences, the Un-
ion stands, firm and strong. The South
grows with America, as does the North. And,
the West has joined them.

“The new birth of freedom,” of which
Lincoln spoke, has not been brought forth
painlessly, It was weaned on the -
tions of Reconstruction, and then lay asleep
while the South revived itself and the North
plunged into building its industrial ma-
chine.

Now, the new freedom begins to move
again, this time into stormy adolescence.
In the South, in the North, in the West—in
every section of the Nation, men are called
upon to look into thelr own hearts.
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Written there, each of us can find the
timeless truth: *Accustomed to trample on
the rights of others, you have lost the genius
of your own Iindependence and become the
fit subjects of the first cunning tyrant who
rises among you."”

As the new freedom tumbles into adoles-
cence, it finds itself in a Nation that has
matured in most things more quickly than
any in history.

None has grown swifter to power. None
has experlenced greater progress. None has
been thrust so rapidly into awesome respon-
sibility.,

And, yet, the new freedom collides with
the great enigma of the American experi-
ment. History one day will explain this
enigma, but we cannot afford to walt for
history. We must realize now that, for a
nation that in many ways moves too fast, in
the matter of raising the new freedom to
full maturity we have moved too slowly.

Most of all we must realize that freedom
of the lawbooks—if that is all it is—is a pale
substitution for the real thing. Real free-
dom is only to be found in the human heart.
It is only there that one man can extend
it to another.

Looking over the vast battleflelds that sur-
round us recalling all its memorable mo-
ments—Little Round Top, Devil's Den, the
Peach Orchard, the Wheat Field, Culp’s Hill,
Pickett’'s Charge—Ilet us resolve never to be
torn in two again.

This is not a sectional problem it is a
National problem. It ill behooves any Amer-
ican to point the finger at any other. Rather,
we must reach together for the full promise
of our common heritage,

Let us seek the future in unity, not di-
vision; in peace, not violence.

DISARMAMENT AGENCY “SICK”

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr, Speaker, the U.S.
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
has been one of the Kennedy adminis-
tration’s most conspicuous failures. The
basic duty of the Agency is to investigate
the possible pitfalls of disarmament and
arms control schemes, balance them
against claimed advantages, and come up
with sound judgments on safe courses
for our country. It is not doing its job.

Fundamental flaws in legislation set-
ting up the Agency and weakness in per-
sonnel appointed to run it both are re-
sponsible for its failure.

The latter problem should be remedied
by wholesale replacement of the Agen-
cy's top staff by hardheaded Americans
who understand what the Communists
are up to.

To eliminate the six most glaring de-
fects of the 1961 Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency Act I have today in-
troduced a bill to accomplish the fol-
lowing:

First. Drop the word “disarmament’
from the Agency's name and eliminate
disarmament from its functions. Some
control over arms and armaments is the
only practical objective which can be
foreseen for a long time ahead. There
is plenty of time to amend the act to
include disarmament functions at some
future time when world conditions might
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indicate. Meanwhile, let the Agency
concentrate on the achievable and avoid
the impractical.

Second. Bar the Agency from setting
up its own research staff. Government
research directors tend to hire people
who agree with them. This is deadly in
the field of arms control research as it
immunizes against sound new ideas and
prevents the critical analysis needed to
dispose of unsound old ones. Conduct
of the Agency's research by contracts
with universities and private groups
would tend to overcome this and bring
a cross section of best minds to bear
on its problems.

Third. Strip the Agency’s Director of
his duty to take part in international
negotiations. Incorrect positions taken
by the Director during the heat of bar-
gaining, or for purely “negotiating pur-
poses;"” tend subsequently to introduce
distortions into the results of its re-
search. The tendency is to support the
Director’s positions rather than achieve
correct assessments.

Fourth. Eliminate the Agency’s
authority to “disseminate” information
to the public. The Agency should act
in a research and advisory capacity to
other Government officials responsible
for initiating programs and making
policy. It should not be permitted to
“go to the public” to push its advice on
those officials.

Fifth. Sever the Agency from the
State Department. If it is to function
as a truly independent assessor of plans,
proposals and policies for the President,
the Secretary of Defense and other gov-
ernmental units in addition to the State
Department, it should neither be sup-
ported logistically by nor housed within
the State Department and thus subjected
to its intimate influence.

Sixth. Place the reasonable expendi-
ture limit of $5 million annually on the
Agency. In 1962 it received $1.8 million,
in 1963 it received $6.5 million. It seeks
$15 million for 1964, more than a 700
percent increase in a brief 2 fiseal
years. A $5 million annual expenditure
rate can easily support all the Agency's
proper functions in the field of arms
control.

The Disarmament Agency today is a
sick agency with a dreary past and a
dismal future. It could perform a useful
function, but it is not doing so and has
lost the public confidence. Unless it is
reformed substantially along the lines
indieated, I see little reason for spending
public money to perpetuate it.

CAPTIVE NATIONS

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Speaker,Iask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]
may extend his remarks at this point and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, next
week, beginning July 14, marks the
fourth observance of Captive Nations
Week, started by President Eisenhower
in 1959. The plight of the captive na-
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tions of the Red Russian Empire must
be and is of grave concern to a nation
whose basic premise is freedom and lib-
erty. For the past 3 years, nationwide
observances of a Captive Nations Week
in July have demonstrated the enthusi-
asm with which the American people
support the hopes of captive peoples to
be free. The fourth observance of such
a week is a particularly appropriate time
for the introduction of my resolution to
establish a Special Committee of the
U.S. House of Representatives on Captive
Nations.

Communism is just as foreign an ide-
ology of those enslaved peoples as it is
to our own citizens. Armenians, Bul-
garians, Poles, Czechs, Lithuanians,
Hungarians, Cubans, Germans, Ruman-
ians and many others, despite relentless
Communist regimentation and persecu-
tion, have clung to their culture, lan-
guage, and religion as well as to their
independent spirit and their hopes for
freedom. The Soviet Government has
never been able to deal successfully with
these nationalistic aspirations.

The very fact that these nations are a
constant problem to the Kremlin makes
them a source of strength to us. A re-
port of the investigation made last fall
by the House Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs concluded that “The people of the
Captive Nations constitute a tremendous
reservoir of good will for the United
States. Their desire to be oriented to-
ward the West and their hope of even-
tually regaining their national inde-
pendence serve as a powerful brake on
the Soviet Union's freedom of action and
capability fo extend the Communist Em-
pire in Europe.”

Moscow has made obvious on many oc-
casions its deep-rooted fear of the free
world’s growing knowledge of and in-
terest in the satellites. It is the ad-
vancement of this interest and knowl-
edge alone that can explode the myth
of Red unity and expose their crass
colonialism.

A seeming flaw in our cold war strat-
egy appears to be our failure to exert
constant and skillful pressure on Mos-
cow in an area where it is increasingly
vulnerable—the Captive Nations. Re-
gardless of its outcome, the present rift
between the Red Chinese and the Rus-
sians is certainly cause for comfort.
Cracks in monolithic communism have
become visible to the naked eye. It
would be folly for our country to ignore
such portents. Just as communism seeks
to feed on unrest in the free world, we
should be alert to exploit the individual
yearnings and aspirations toward free-
dom vibrant in the Captive Nations.

The Soviets rely heavily on the propa-
ganda line that communism seeks to lib-
erate the peoples of developing nations
from colonialism and imperialism. It
seems strange that educated people who
decry colonialism fail to recognize the
neocolonialism developed with such im-
pressive harshness by the Soviets in
Eastern Europe. At this time, when the
Communists are trying to expand their
empire into Asia, the Near East, Africa,
and Latin America, we should strive to
encourage the strong, restive forces with-
in the Soviet Union and publicize their
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plight as a warning to prospective vic-
tims.

Certainly U.S. foreign policy has been
and is one of refusing to accept the
status quo of Soviet domination and in-
sisting on the rights of people fo live
under governments and institutions of
their own choice.

There are numerous ways in which this
policy can be effectively implemented.
The Voice of America should give news
coverage to Foreign Affairs Committee
hearings on the captive nations, in line
with the statements of officials in that
agency on the importance of keeping
these peoples aware of the constant U.S.
concern for their welfare.

‘We should press for the condemnation
by the U.N. of Soviet colonialism in East-
ern Europe. The State Department
should counter Soviet threats to Berlin
by insisting on a prompt settlement of
all central-East European issues result-
‘ing from the allied treaties at the end of
World War II.

It is a matter of surprise to me that
there could be any opposition to this
resolution. The special committee which
it establishes would conduct an intensive
investigation of the captive nations. No
study of this type has ever been made
either by governmental or private groups.
An enlightened foreign policy must be
based on a thorough knowledge of the
faets, such as this committee would pro-
vide. The investigation and the interest
it shows could well serve as an effective
weapon in our cold war arsenal.

In the best interests of our Nation and
the cause of freedom, we should thus
establish publicly a firm attitude in sup-
port of the captive nations. We must
hit the Soviet Union where it is weakest
by exposing to the devastating light of
truth the full extent of Soviet im-
perialism.

OUR DISASTER WILL AFFECT YOU

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. TALCOTT] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point and in-
clude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, the pro-
duction and processing of strawberries is
an important industry in my district.
One out of every three strawberries
grown in America is grown in my dis-
trict. It is a $13 million crop. It is safe
to say that four times that amount is
earned by processors, shippers, whole-
salers, retailers, in other States, mostly
in big cities, before the strawberries are
consumed.

One out of every four heads of lettuce
sold in the United States is grown in my
district. Lettuce in Monterey County
produces a gross income of $36.5 million
annually. It is safe to say that shippers,
wholesalers, retailers—employer and em-
ployee—living outside of California—
mostly in the big cities—derive three
times that amount from the processing
and sale of our lettuce.

. Without supplemental labor these
crops could not be harvested. Lettuce
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and strawberries grow on the ground.
They are very perishable and there is no
governmental subsidy.

Admittedly, the withdrawal of the sup-
plemental labor will be ruinous to our
industries and people, almost all of whom
depend upon agriculture. We need help
desperately and immediately.

But also many more businessmen and
employees throughout the United States
will be seriously deprived of employment
if the bracero program is not extended,
or some other supplemental labor is not
assured, immediately.

Thousands of new acres of strawberries
were scheduled for planting this year in
Monterey County. This planting has
now been canceled. A farmer must spend
more than $1,250 per acre to plant straw-
berries—field preparation, irrigation fa-
cilities, labor, plants, fertilizer, water,
machinery, and so forth.

The defeat of the bracero extension
has, therefore, already cost our small
county $1,250,000. Only a small portion
of this went to the braceros. This loss is
borne almost wholly by domestic busi-
nessmen and labor.

The loss to businessmen, employees,
and consumers in the eastern cities will
continue for the life expectancy of the
plants—3-5 years.

Many strawberry growers will relocate
in Mexico where conditions are favorable
and labor costs less than 30 percent of
what they are in Monterey County. The
pity of this is that all of the employment
in allied industries—truckdrivers, pack-
ers, shippers, package manufacturers and
salespeople, and so forth—as well as in
domestic agriculture, will also be lost.

Importation of the small but necessary
supplemental labor from Mexico kept
a valuable industry in America. With-
out this labor supply this vital industry
will be lost.

We should consider this factor thor-
oughly. Perhaps it would be wise and
beneficial to every American to extend
the bracero program.

TO PROVIDE TAX EQUITY WITH
REGARD TO COOPERATIVES

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Speaker, Iask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTis] may extend
his remarks at this point and include ex-
traneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing today a bill which will correct
one phase of the inequality between the
tax treatment of cooperatives and that
of their fully taxed competitors. It will
also produce substantial revenue for the
Treasury.

This legislation provides for the taxa-
tion of the exempt cooperative corpora-
tions on earnings derived from business
done with the U.S. Government or any of
its agencies.

Under the present law, income to tax-
exempt cooperatives from the Govern-
ment storage of farm commodities in co-
op elevators or warehouses is exempt
from the payment of Federal income tax
when it is distributed as patronage divi-
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dends to the co-ops' farmer patrons. I
believe that these exempt cooperatives
should be fully taxed, just like nonex-
empt cooperatives and everyone else, on
all income earned from Government stor-
age and other Government business, un-
less such income is returned to the Gov-
ernment itself as a patronage dividend.

Section 1382 of the Internal Revenue
Code, entitled “Taxable Income of Co-
operatives,” provides in subsection (¢) :

In determining the taxable income of an
organization described in section 1381(a) (1),
there should be allowed as a deduction (in
addition to other deductions allowable un-
der this chapter)—(2) amounts paid during
the payment period for the taxable year—
(A) in money, qualified written notices of
allocation, or other property (except non-
qualified written notices of allocation) on a
patronage basis to patrons with respect to
earnings during such taxable year which are
derived from business done for the United
States or any of its agencies or from sources
other than patronage.

The inequality in this section is ap-
parent. The cooperative that pays pa-
tronage to its members is not taxed on
income it derives from the storage of
Government-owned cooperatives, while
nonexempt organizations are forced to
return this income for tax purposes.

I recommend that this escape hatch
in our tax law be closed, especially be-
cause competitive inequality results from
this treatment. Because of the present
agricultural surplusage, the volume of
business in this area is very large, and I
see no reason why all organizations par-
ticipating in the business of storing Gov-
ernment surplus should not be placed on
an equal tax footing.

TO EMPOWER THE CIVIL RIGHTS
COMMISSION TO INVESTIGATE
VOTE FRAUDS

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Speaker,Iask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTis] may extend
his remarks at this point and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am to-
day introducing legislation to broaden
the scope of the duties of the Commis-
sion on Civil Rights to include investiga~
tions on vote frauds. This bill provides
for the investigation of allegations that
the citizens of the United States are un-
lawfully being accorded or denied the
right to vote properly, or to have their
votes properly counted, in any election of
Presidential electors, Members of the
U.S. Senate, or of the House of Repre-
sentatives, as a result of any patferns or
practices of fraud or discrimination in
conduct of such election. This bill is
identical to one introduced earlier by my
able colleague, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. CramEeEr]. It gives me
great pleasure to join him in this pro-
posal.

The basic civil right, the right to fran-
chise, has two parts. If either part is
missing, the right does not exist. These
two parts are: First, the right to vote,
and second, the right to have the votes
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counted honestly. The National Demo-
cratic Party, a three-headed coalition,
consisting of the northern city machine
Democrat, the southern Democrat, and
the Americans for Democratic Action
Democrat, stands charged of violating
one part of the right to franchise, the
right to vote, through its southern head,
and the other right of franchise, the right
to have the vote counted honestly,
through its northern city machine head.
The ADA Democrat, though ideologically
in support of civil rights, looks the other
way when attempts are made to enforce
the civil rights, looks the other way when
attempts are made to enforce the full
right of franchise in our country.

The basic point made by the southern
Democrats in resisting looking into de-
nial of the right to vote has been that
there had been no showing of inability
of State and Federal laws to enforce the
right to vote. The very purpose of estab-
lishing the Civil Rights Commission was
to pin this point down. The southern-
ers have fought this matter “tooth and
toenail,” just as the city machine Demo-
crats have fought successfully up to date
the looking into the deprivation of our
people’s right to have their vote counted
honestly.

The facts are that the deprivation of
having the vote counted honestly is di-
rected to both majority and minority
groups. This is true both in the rural
South where it sometimes takes a strange
twist of having Negroes vote not once
but many times over—as directed—and
in the big city areas where the constitu-
encies are made up largely of minority
groups, including Negroes.

I am hopeful that our citizens will see
through the hypocrisy of the National
Democratic Party as exemplified by the
position it has taken in respect to the
right of franchise. The passage of this
bill would be a significant step in the di-
rection of correcting the inequalities that
exist in the voting process that is so
central to effective representative gov-
ernment.

INTRODUCING BILL TO SUSPEND
DUTY ON MANGANESE ORE

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScCHNEEBELI]
may extend his remarks at this point and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, I am
introducing a bill (H.R. 7481) to suspend
for a period of 3 years the duty on man-
ganese ore, and its equivalents. At pres-
ent, there is a tariff on imported man-
ganese ore of one-fourth cent per pound
of contained manganese. Ferromanga-
nese, which is produced from manga-
nese ore, is subject to a tariff of five-
eighths cent per pound of contained
manganese. This results in a net tariff
of about $6.30 per long ton. The bill
would suspend the tariff on manganese
for a period of 3 years.

There are no metallurgical manga-
nese ore reserves in the United States.
Notwithstanding the imposition of a
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tariff for a period of 30 years, it has been
impractical to develop any domestic ores.
Less than 1 percent of the requirements
are produced domestically.

Each ton of steel produced in the
United States requires about 13 pounds
of manganese. Ferromanganese is used
to supply this need. Some steel produc-
ers have “captive” manganese produc-
tion. The balance—or free market—
comprises about one-half of U.S. con-
sumption.

Domestic producers have seen a con-
tinuing decline in profitability and em-
ployment due to the increased impact
of imported ferromanganese. During a
10-year period ending in 1962, ferroman-
ganese imports have increased from 7.6
percent to 33 percent of the available
free market in the United States. It is
estimated that imports now amount to
approximately 140,000 short tons. There
has been no corresponding growth in
domestic production.

The importation of ferromanganese at
a rate of five-eighths cent per pound,
which provides net protection of only
$6.30 per ton, is inadequate to enable
domestic producers of manganese to
compete with imports. If manganese ore
is admitted duty free, the existing duty
on ferromanganese will result in a net
differential of about $10.50 per gross ton.

The admission duty free of manganese
ore will permit countries having com-
mercial deposits to export more of these
ores to the United States. On the other
hand, foreign producers will not have
the same inducement to ship their sur-
plus ferromanganese to the United
States under a rate of duty which com-
pares favorably with the rate of duty
levied on manganese ore.

BASTILLE DAY

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE] may
extend his remarks at this point and in-
clude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, it is char-
acteristic of great revolutions that some
relatively unimportant incident becomes
symbolical and thereafter holds an al-
together disproportionate place in the
imagination of mankind. The fall of
the Bastille played this role in the French
Revolution.

The Bastille was of slight strategic
consequence; its capture was not a bril-
liant exploit, and was dishonored by the
cruelty of the unruly mob. Only seven
prisoners, most of them detained for
good reason, were found within its walls.
But to popular feeling both in France
and abroad the Bastille was the embodi-
ment of all that is most hateful in arbi-
trary power.

Originally constructed as a fortress in
the 14th century, the Bastille was early
used for the custody of state prisoners
and was ultimately more of a prison
than a fortress. According to popular
tradition, the first who was incarcerated
within its walls was the builder himself,
Hugues Aubriot. It was not until the
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reign of Louis XIII that it became
recognized as a regular place of con-
finement, but from that time till its de-
struction it was frequently filled with
men and women of every condition.
Prisoners were detained without trial on
lettres de cachet—often fo satisfy the
personal animosities of the monarch or
his ministers. The most notorious use
of the Bastille, however, was to imprison
those who criticized the government or
persons in power. It was this which made
it so hated and caused its capture by the
revolutionary forces to be regarded as
symbolizing the downfall of despotism.
The fall of the infamous Bastille seemed
to herald a new age of freedom, justice,
and humanity.

It is thus appropriate that Bastille
Day has become the national holiday of
France. For Frenchmen this observance
has much the same meaning as Inde-
pendence Day has for Americans. One
of the many ties between our peoples is
this common heritage of democratic
ideals which animated both the French
and American Revolutions. It is there-
fore particularly fitting that we Amer-
jcans salute our friends in France on
the 174th anniversary of the fall of the
Bastille, which will be celebrated on
Sunday, July 14.

CONGRESSMAN BOEB SIKES SETS
NEW RECORD OF SERVICE FOR
FLORIDIAN IN THE HOUSE

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Speaker, Iask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GurNEY] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. Speaker, I regret
that other business prevented my pres-
ence on the House floor yesterday, when
my colleagues from Florida were paying
tribute to our distinguished Member
from the First District of Florida, Bos
SIKES.

The occasion was to do honor to his
having served in the House of Represent-
atives longer than any other Member
from Florida.

The House of Representatives has been
deemed by many students of government
as the greatest legislative body in the
history of self-governing peoples. In all
events, it could be said that no other
body has exceeded the House in excel-
lence of the lawmaking process.

To have served in this great body over
22 years and longer than any other Con-
gressman from the State of Florida, is an
honor of which Boe S1xes may be justly
proud.

I am new to the House. I have not
known Bos SIkEs very long, but still long
enough to have heard words of praise
about his work in the House, both from
his constituents and his colleagues. I
have found him friendly, cooperative,
and helpful, and I take great pleasure
in congratulating him upon this mem-
orable occasion in his career in this
great House of Representatives, and to
wish him many more years of reward-
ing service as the Congressman from the
First District of Florida.
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STARVATION AND THE BRACERO

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GoNzALEZ] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, we
have heard a great deal about the out-
rageously high wages paid to domestic
farmworkers in this country. Yet, I
wonder how outrageous the wages can
be when the average migrant worker has
an income of about a thousand dollars or
less per year.

When we hear that a migrant might
make, say, $3 an hour, we tend to forget
that his employment will last only a few
weeks—certainly no more than 2 months.
And we also forget what kind of work he
is doing. It might be worth the price.

My district is the home base for thou-
sands of migrant workers. I know hun-
dreds of them personally, and I know
their problems. Their biggest problems
stem from the fact that they just do not
make enough money to live.

Because of that, their children might
eat only one meal a day during the
winter months.

Because of that, the insulation in their
shacks consists mostly of old cardboard
boxes nailed to the walls.

Because of that, the old ones who can
no longer work die from cold, from
hunger, and from exposure.

Did you know that in my hometown,
one of the biggest causes of death among
the older people in malnutrition? And
do you know what causes that? It is
hunger, Mr. Speaker.

I would say that a man is not making
outrageous wages when in the winter,
when there is no work, he must deprive
his children of food and watch his par-
ents die, because they have no income at
all—not even social security.

By permitting braceros to come into
this country, we depress these outrageous
wages to a point below that of human
tolerance, It is partially because of the
bracero program that I have seen chil-
dren ragged and hungry and old people
dying of malnutrition.

MIGRANT'S PLIGHT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GoNzALEz] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, in our
discussion of the bracero program, we
have heard some pretty fantastic de-
fenses of if. Last week we were told
that the best thing we can do for Ameri-
can migrant workers would be to take
their jobs away.

This brought some interesting reac-
tions. I would like to relate part of a
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letter I received today from a migrant
worker in California.
This worker asks:

Is it humanitarian to bring cheap foreign
labor and force us migrant workers to either
work for the same wages as the bracero, or
else starve, or if we are lucky receive charity
from the welfare department? Either one
is bad.

The migrant way is not an ideal way of
life, it is true, but some of us have been
doing this for many years, and are happy
working this way provided we earn enough
to feed our families. This 15 a free coun-
try, and if some of us are forced to live that
way, we should be allowed to do so. Don’t
try to stop it by bringing cheap foreign labor
to replace us, thinking you are doing us a
favor., Yes, we would like to live in one place
and form a part of a community but here
agaln we are discriminated (against) in the
better jobs,

Give the solution you have for the migrant
worker, if you keep on bringing braceros,
what are we to do?

I submit that this letter is not very
grammatical. But it tells very clearly
the problem facing the American mi-
grant if the bracero program is extended.

If we want to offer a humanitarian
solution to the problems of the American
migrant worker, we should give him a
break in the labor market by eliminating
the wage-depressing factor of foreign
workers. If we are interested in being
humanitarian, we should do this and
enact the proposals of Senator WiLLIams,
which would, in fact, help the migrant.

What is certain is that you cannot
help a man by taking his job away from
him or depressing his wages.

EXEMPTION FROM INDUCTION OF
THE SOLE SURVIVING SON OF A
FAMILY WHOSE FATHER DIES AS
A RESULT OF MILITARY SERVICE

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the
Armed Services Committee has favorably
reported H.R. 2664, a bill to amend the
Universal Military Training and Service
Act to provide an exemption from induec-
tion for the sole surviving son of a family
whose father dies as a result of military
service.

I sponsored an identical measure,
H.R. 4828, and the following is my testi-
mony before the Armed Services Com-
mittee on behalf of HR. 4828:

STATEMENT OF HonN. ABRAHAM J, MULTER IN
SUuPPORT OF H.R. 4828 BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE
No. 1, HousE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERV-
IcES, JUNE 20, 1963
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportu-

nity to testify today in support of my bill

H.R. 4828, which would amend section 8(0) of

the Universal Military Training and Service

Act to provide an exemption from Induction

for the sole surviving son of a family whose

father dies as a result of military service.
Present law provides that where one or

more sons or daughters of a family was killed

in action or died In the line of duty while
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serving in the Armed Services of the United
States, or who subsequently died as a result
of injuries or disease incurred during such
service, the sole surviving son of such fam-
i1y shall not be inducted for service.

H.R. 4828 would amend this to read “Where
the father or one or more sons or daugh-
ters * * *" etc. It is as simple as that.

I know of no opposition to this bill and
I do know that it is endorsed by the Jewish
War Veterans of the United States and by
the Gold Star Mothers of America, Inc.

Furthermore, the report on HR. 2664
(which is identical to H.R. 4828) shows that
the Department of the Army in behalf of
the Department of Defense endorses the
prineciple of the bill and that Gen. Louis B.
Hershey, Director of the selective service sys-
tem, has also notified the committee that he
would not oppose enactment of this legisla-
tion.

The Department of the Army, in its report
dated March 28, 1963, has offered an amend-
ment to the bill which is entirely acceptable
to me and in fact improves the bill. This
amendment would add to the end of section
6(0) of the Universal Military Training and
Service Act the words, “unless he volunteers
for induction.”

The Department states that this legisla-
tion would preclude the induction of volun-
teers as well as nonvolunteers. I can see no
necessity for barring voluntary enlistments.

In view of the support that this bill has
and in falrness to those families who have a
gole surviving son of a father who gave his
life to his country, I urge the enactment
of H.R. 4828 with the suggested amendment,
Thank you.

NATO 5 YEARS LATER

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Ropino] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REcorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, in recent
vears the security of the United States
and the free world has been in good part
preserved through the effective efforts of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
Since its origin, our NATO alliance has
produced a strong and cohesive defense
system and, in addition, has enlarged its
scope to include cooperation in nonmili-
tary areas. I, myself, have witnessed
progress in the latter sphere as a U.S,
delegate to the NATO Parliamentarian’s
Conference, whose latest meeting I have
recently attended in Paris, where I
served as a member of the Scientific and
Technical Committee.

Today I bring to your attention an
excellent and informative article ap-
praising NATO's achievements in the
area of defense. Written by the distin-
guished Gen. Lauris Norstad, the former
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe,
the piece appears in the April-June issue
of the General Electric Forum for Na-
tional Security and Free World Progress
along with several other outstanding ar-
ticles on developments in the field of
defense.

Irecommend to all my colleagues Gen-
eral Norstad’'s evaluation and am insert-
ing it at this point in the Recorp in the
hope that we shall all profit from his
expert analysis.
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NATO 5 Years Later: Tar SarErp Is
STRONGER, THE SWORD Is SHARFER
(By Gen. Lauris Norstad, USAF, retired,
former Supreme Allled Commander, Europe)
To millions of free people throughout Ed-
rope, as well as here in the United States, the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization spells se-
curity. Established in the critical time that
saw the loss of Czechoslovakia to the Com-
munists and first witnessed the brutal block-
ade of Berlin, NATO has preserved the peace
for over 14 years and the Atlantic commu-
.nity has prospered and grown strong.
Despite some very real differences, the basic
unity of this alliance s unmatched in the
long history of political and military al-
llances. The best examples of that cohesion
have been provided by the various and re-
curring crises in Berlin. But the Cuban
crisis gave us another outstanding, perhaps
even spectacular, {1lustration of Allied unity.
On that important Monday evening last
October when President Kennedy disclosed
the serious situation In Cuba to the Amer-
ican public, Mr. Dean Acheson, former Sec-
retary of State and special envoy of the
President, was presenting the United States
position to the North Atlantic Council in
Paris. Promptly and unanimously, the other
14 soverelgn nations of NATO resolved to
stand positively behind the United States
in the face of this grave threat to world peace,
a stand which must have been as encourag-
ing to President Kennedy as it was chilling
to Premier Ehrushchev. Here was proof of
unity when unity truly counted, proof posi-
tive of what had been bulilt out of the despair
that was Europe following World War II

POSTWAR EUROFPE: APATHY AND DESPAIR

The memory I have of Europe in the late
19040's and early 1960's—and a powerful
memory it is—is of a climate of apathy and
despair. The signs were everywhere in the
streets crowded with unemployed, in the
nearly empty stores, in the smokeless fac-
tories. But it was most sharply etched in
the faces of the people themselves, on which
were written the fear and hopelessness of
that hour. The prevailing gquestion was not
whether war would come again, but rather in
what month, on what day.

Between the then and the now, the con-
trast is all but unbelievable. Today we see &
Europe that is strong, dynamlie, confident.
It is a Europe in which American policy has
made humble the success of thelr own ef-
forts.

For more than a decade after the war,
the weakness of Europe was a major factor
influencing the policy of this country. But
now we are no longer dealing with war-shat-
tered peoples. We are dealing with countries
which on the basis of their improved status,
their achievements in recent years, are de-
manding an Increasing recognition as true
partners. And with rights and recognition
they are appreciating to a greater extent the
increased obligations to the alliance and be-
yond. So in the decade ahead, it 1s the
strength of Europe, rather than the weak-
ness, which will play a major role in shap-
ing our plans, our programs, and our ob-
jectives as a nation.

INTERNAL NATO DIFFERENCES

But agalnst the background of a strong
Europe and the unity of the alliance is what
appears to be something of a crisis in the
relationships within it. This past winter
and spring have brought this fact into sharp
focus. That weaknesses do exlst, some quite
serious, is a matter of public record, but this
can be said of almost anything that has been
built rather rapidly and that is compelled to
adapt itself to changing needs, On the other
hand, the fact that the alllance possesses very
real military strength, both conventional
and nuclear, is also recognized.

To gain perspective today, NATO's internal
trouble must be loocked upon in the context
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of its strength as well as its weaknesses, of
its unity as well as its division. There are
common aims within NATO which are just
as valld, whose achievement is just as im-
portant, and whose common application and
acceptance are just as apparent today as
when first announced in the NATO Treaty.
A TIME FOR STATESMANSHIP

There 1s no doubt that this is a critical
time. It is a time for tolerance and under-
standing. And it is a time for statesmanship
of the highest quality. As President Ken-
nedy has sald, “* * * that which serves
to unite us is right, and what tends to divide
us is wrong. * * * If we are to be worthy
of our historic trust, we must continue on
both sides of the Atlantic to work together
in trust."”

Some of the present difficulty, perhaps
most of it, springs from the fact that the
Europeans with their new strength, their
new feellng of power, their understandable
self-assertiveness, are preoccupled with the
development of new political alinements.
Of course, the future Europe will be defined
by Europeans, and that 1s as it should be.
But those who think in terms of strictly
national solutions are fortunately clearly in
the minority. In fact, even the idea of an
independent European bloc is not gaining
support. It is my own conviction that the
pattern of the future will be the full pattern
of the Atlantic community.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS DECISIONS

One of the vital areas in which Europeans
are developing this new self-assertiveness
concerns use of nuclear weapons. Since
nuclear weapons have become such a symbol
of power in our time, their importance in
policy considerations has taken on the very
greatest dimension. At the heart of these
considerations is an important question con-
cerning the focus of authority and how that
authority should be exercised.

Most Europeans are convinced that nuclear
weapons, in some strength and in some form,
are essential to their defense. However, they
want a guarantee of the continuing avail-
ability of the weapons on which they must
place dependence for the preservation of
thelr freedom. Further, they wish a voice,
an influence, in the decislonmaking process,
They feel they need this in order to fulfill
their responsibilities to their own people as
well as to the alliance.

These convictions are very real to the Euro-
peans and they are certalnly reasonable.
Like the renewed strength of Europe, they
must be accepted as a fact of life.

COLLECTIVE NUCLEAR AUTHORITY

The authority over the nuclear capability
which supports the NATO defense plans
should be vested In the alliance itself. To
meet this need, the nuclear weapons deployed
for the purpose of giving reality and sub-
stance to the NATO principles should be
wholly committed to the alliance.

However, since the proliferation of inde-
pendent nuclear control and authority is un-
acceptable, the actual physical custody of
the weapons or warheads should be retained
by the donor country. But in principle, the
responsibility relating to the NATO nuclear
capability i1s a collective one and must be
shared by all of the 16 member countries.

One answer to the problem of collective
authority would be for the Council to create
a smaller executive body wholly responsive
to it. In its simplest form, this body might
conslst of a representative from each NATO
nuclear power—the United States, United
Kingdom, and France. So that views from
all 15 countries are heard, the Secretary Gen-
eral, who serves all member countries, could
preside over this executive group.

Such a formula would permit the NATO
political authorities to exerclse powers
promptly in a military emergency. And it

.
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may meet some of the desires and demands
of the Europeans for a real volce in the con-
trol of military power, particularly nuclear
power.

EARLY ANSWER IS VITAL

This proposal certainly involves difficulties.
There are technical problems of organiza-
tion. And there may well be problems of
law. There are certainly political involve-
ments perhaps most for those
NATO members who would not be included
in a three-, four-, or five-member executive
body.

However, I am sure that our European
Allies will consider any constructive pro-
posal. They realize, at least as well as we
do on this side of the Atlantic, that the
future of the alllance may well depend on
an early answer to the question of authority
over the NATO nuclear capability.

TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Paralleling the rapid rise in Europe's
strength has been NATO's progress in the
development and deployment of substantial
conventional armed forces, including tactical
nuclear weapons. In the event of a future
aggressive action agalnst the alliance, we
will not be engaged in the traditional conti-
nental war, moving back and forth, ylelding
and regaining great stretches of territory.
There will be movement, of course; but
where World War II lasted 6 years, we now
think in terms of 6 months, perhaps 6 weeks,
or even 6 days. Therefore, our conventional
forces will probably have to hold their Iron
Curtain line for only a limited period.

In this case, “hold"” does not mean a
skeleton force standing man-to-man in a
trench line. A true and effective defense
means quite substantial conventional forces,
plus the avallability of tactical nuclear weap-
ons. Now if we leave any questions about
our determination to use even our tactical
nuclear weapons, our Davy Crocketts, for in-
stance, we will be leaving a gaping hole in
our armor of deterrent effort. We must re-
member that selective use of limited tactical
nuclear weapons in such situations will not
necessarily result in all-out conflict although
it could possibly boost the risks of a total
War.

A COMPLEX AND DEMANDING RESPONSIBILITY

Bo in the light of the tactical and strategic
nuclear strength on both sides today, this
generation may well face a responsibility
more complex and demanding than any
other has faced. The terrible destructive-
ness of modern war places upon us all a
most wurgent responsibility for devising
means that will prevent such a war.

The cholice before us is immensely difficult
and lies within firmly fixed limits: we must
reduce the risk of war with all its cata-
strophic effects, but we cannot weaken the
guarantees of freedom. We cannot forfeit
the means of defending Iliberty, without
which we could not live.

Bince World War II, the record of the
NATO alliance shows a continuous search
for peace. Some time ago a London news-
paper assessed our progress by saying that
even the simple word that stands for the
North Atlantic ‘Treaty Organization—
NATO—has itself “come to be synonymous
with other combinations of letters which
also stir deep emotions in the hearts of
men—{freedom, peace, Iindependence, hu-
man comradeship, the will to survive.”

With its habit of working together and its
long record of unity against external threats,
NATO offers the best hope for solving the
problems which threaten to divide us now.
The measure of the allilance’s past shows
strength and unity, shows courage and imag-
ination, shows an even stronger basis for
hope. It glves assurance that there will be
a tomorrow. And it gives promise that to-
morrow will be good.
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HERE ARE GENERAL NORSTAD'S ANSWERS TO
SPECIFIC QUESTIONS POSED BY THE FORUM
EDITORS
Question. General Norstad, 5 years ago, in

the General Electric Defense Quarterly, pred-

ecessor to the Forum, you said that our stra-
tegic nuclear power is the “heaviest factor on
our side of the international equation.” In
the face of what has been termed a *nuclear
standoff” between the United States and the

U.8.8.R. today, do you still feel this is true?
Answer. Our strategic nuclear power still

provides the foundation on which we are
building a large part of the rest of our de-
fense posture—our ground, air, and naval
forces. It would be sheer irresponsibility to
try to meet our military security require-
ments without the foundation of a nuclear
deterrent. Although its form is changing
somewhat—greater emphasis on long-range
missiles and less on manned aircraft the stra-
tegic nuclear force is no less important today
than it has been in the past.

Question. You have said before that our
troops are in Europe not only for the defense
of Europe, but equally for the defense, from
Europe, of the United States. Has this in-
dicated to Europeans that we want to defend
our homeland from their soll?

Answer. A short time ago, I would have
sald emphaticaly not. I would have sald that
they are thoroughly convinced that the alli-
ance is truly an act of partnership, that they

ize we are all in it together, and that
they know we are really committed to a com-
mon line of defense.

But in the last few months, more and more
comments have been emanating from Eu-
rope to the effect that perhaps the United
States does not really want to fight for them.
However, regardless of these comments, I
don't think this is what the Europeans really
believe. I think they feel—as we do—that
the first line of defense is the same for Eu-
ropeans as 1t is for us.

Although this is a critical perlod for the
alliance, I think it should be looked upon
as simply a rough spot on the road to unity
and security, and not as a real block or
obstacle. Occasionally, the attitudes of the
present cloud the long-range goals for the
future and the strong unity and support of
the past. And sometimes statements are is-
sued merely for effect. So I would consider
the present difficulty as merely a low point
in the path, rather than a continued down-
hill direction of the path itself.

Question. Recently, we were talking with
British author Barbara Ward while she was
in this country. She felt very strongly that
it is in the power of the United States to
control this situation, regardless of how
France reacts. Our challenge, she stressed,
is to resist our own inclinations to move back
toward isolation. If we overreact to the
sensitivities of the Europeans then we
merely confirm what they are saying right
now—but what they might not belleve.

Answer. That is precisely correct, and this
reactlon works both ways unfortunately. For
instance, remember the reaction by the press
and public in the United States to General
de Gaulle’s statement of last January 14
about two items of particular interest to
the Atlantic community; the organization
of nuclear power and the British relation-
ship to the Common Market, If we had ac-
cepted that interpretation, and I stress in-
terpretation as being final, we would have
raised a tremendous wall between us, driv-
ing the Europeans back into themselves, and
returning to isolationism ourselves. It
would have been inevitable.

Patlence has to assume a primary posi-
tion on both sides. In the past I have seen
Europeans bite their fingernails up to the
elbows, and I have seen Americans do the
same thing. I would not try to decide which
one is the pot and which one is the kettle.
Both have a responsibility to show tolerance
and understanding. But somehow, when the
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danger 1s less imminent than normal, we
believe that we can indulge In the luxury
of becoming sensitive to one another.

However, it should not take long to smooth
out our differences. I would not be surprised
to see a favorable turn in 6 months. But
I would be very surprised, on the other hand,
if we had made no substantial progress 18
months from now.

Question. Is there much substance to the
fear that General de Gaulle, if he were able
to malintain his own separate European force,
would become a middle ground between the
United States and the Soviet Union?

Answer. In Europe there is always present
the “third force” concept—not only In
France but in other countries as well, If
there is some difficulty in the alllance, there
always seems to be a tendency for some
country to say they can do the job them-
selves. Right now, the Europeans’ new-
found feeling of strength is beglnning to
make some of them think they are the
dynamie, balancing force which can keep
things in line between the United States
and the Soviet Union.

This thought does not represent the bulk
of influential opinion in Europe today, but
it is becoming more pronounced than It
was. Most of the influential opinion does
not favor this bloc system concept—the
American bloe, the European bloc, and so
forth. It is something out of the last cen-
tury; it wasn’t useful then, and it isn't now.

The smaller countries especially favor the
overall Atlantic community approach, now
that they have had a taste of working to-
gether within the alllance. They feel that
if they were absorbed in a bloe of six, seven,
or elght European nations, they would lose
thelr individuality. They like the idea of
being equals as they are within NATO.

Question: In the future, what problems
do you foresee from a change of government
in some of our key NATO partners? First,
what would a Germany without Adenauer
mean to the alliance?

Answer. Adenauer has been the leader of
the government which has led the Federal
Republic into the alllance and which has
cast Germany as a respected member of
the European family. No one could have
been more ardent or more effective in his
support for a united Europe, for NATO, and
for Germany as part of the larger whole than
Adenauer has been. I think we all owe him
a tremendous debt.

As far as policy is concerned, I don't see
any change. The only question is the ef-
fectiveness of his successor. I would not
want to compare anyone with the “Old
Man,” because he is so unique. But I am
firmly convinced that his successor Ludwig
Erhard or whoever he may be will effectively
support Germany's position within the al-
liance along the same general patterns estab-
lished by Adenauer.

Question. What about France without De
Gaulle? What would this mean to the al-
Hance?

Answer. I don't think we can, or should,
speculate on this possibility, because De
Gaulle is going to have about 3 or 4 years
more to run in PFrance. He has demon-
strated that he is a wonderfully strong man,
80 I feel that we should think in terms of
France with De Gaulle rather than specu-
lating about a France without De Gaulle,

Don't forget, De Gaulle has done a great
deal for France. At the moment he has
caused some uneasiness which has contrib-
uted to the situation which exists right now.
But on the other hand, we should recog-
nize that he has given great strength to
France, and this in turn has contributed
great strength to the alllance. So there are
pluses and minuses here, and we have to
look at both sides.

Question. What will a change of govern-
ment in Britain means to the alllance?
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Answer. Here again, I hesitate to specu-
late. We must remember that the Labor
Party was in power when NATO was created,
and that its Prime Minister was a real force

*and personality in helping to get the Allies
together., There are some differences on
defense matters between the Labor Party and
the Conservatives, but on the overall ques-
tion of NATO, I think both parties fully sup-
port the alllance.

Question. A number of observers have
been saying that communism as preached
by Marx and Lenin is running out of steam,
and therefore, Ehrushchev is more dedicated
to the pursuit of Russian nationalism than
international communism. Those analysts
reason that if this is the case, then com-
munism is no longer the danger that it used
to be. Do you subscribe to this?

Answer, Well, I subscribe to it up to the
point where it is said there is no longer the
danger. Although communism as a militant
ideology, and as a religion, 1s losing some of
its appeal, we must remember that the
Sovlet leaders are products of the Marxist-
Leninist system. They have been tralned
in it, they have been fighting for it, and
under it, for 30 or 40 years. And for this
reason alone it would not be wise to be-
Heve that the situation is becoming less dan-
gerous. Perhaps it Is growing less dangerous,
but it would be disastrous for us to believe
that it is less dangerous.

Question. Wouldn't it be a smart maneuver
if Ehrushchev were to conduct perhaps a
3-year peace offensive, including the tear-
down of the Berlin Wall, increased cultural
exchanges, and other peace projects to make
us relax our guard—all without weakening
his military and technological capability to
wage war against us a few years from now?

Answer. Certainly. I don't think he will
do this, but it is an interesting idea on which
to speculate. For instance, what if he
reached a number of agreements with the
West in such areas as Cuba and Berlin, and
actually pulled back his forces? In the first
place he would have an opportunity to pour
money and effort into his own internal econ-
omy—and that 1s what he needs to do right
now. BSecondly, he would receive tremen-
dous credit and acclaim in terms of world
opinion for taking these steps toward peace.

But perhaps most important, he would
have tempted us to relax our guard mili-
tarily. Then, 6 or 6 years from now when
his economy is strong and growing, and when
we have relaxed our guard, he might be
able to do as he pleased in the world., As
I say, I don't think this will happen, but it
is interesting to speculate on the possibility.

MEXICAN FARM LABOR IMPORTA-
TION PROGRAM

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Rhode Island [Mr. FocarTy] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, some
growers—less than 1 percent of the farm-
ers of the United States—have bene-
fited so long from the cheap labor pro-
vided by Public Law 78, or the Mexican
farm labor importation program, that
they cannot possibly conceive being
without this program.

On May 29, 1963, a majority of House
rightfully decided to end Public Law
78, which has for a dozen years depressed
wages and working conditions and lim-
ited job opportunities of U.S. farmwork-
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ers. Yet almost immediately a plea was
made by some Members that the House
reconsider its action and pass a 1l-year
extension.

But that call for a 1-year extension
pleased the bracero-using growers as
little as it did those of us who oppose
Public Law 78. These growers want a
permanent supply of cheap, docile labor,
which can be easily exploited. If they
cannot get it permanently, they want it
as long as possible.

Therefore, on June 24, 1963, the House
was treated to a new type of Public Law
78 extension bill. This was a measure
to extend the program not for 1 year,
not for 2 years, but for 3 years.

Even those Members who had previ-
ously taken the floor to plead for a 1-
year extension and to introduce a 1-year
bill after the defeat of HR. 5497 now
introduced the 3-year extension bill.

Of course, the 3-year bill is cleverly
worded. It is called a “phase out” bill.
But as the gentleman from New York
[Mr. RosenTHAL] told the House on June
26, the measure is so loaded with gim-
micks that it really maximizes the num-
ber of braceros who would be admitted
over the next 3 years under this bill.

Mr. Speaker, no one is fooled by the
3-year extension bill or the 1-year bill.
The opponents of Public Law 78 both in
and out of Congress will fight any exten-
sion of the program whatsoever.

We insist that the growers recruit
their employees from among the hun-
dreds of thousands of unemployed farm-
workers from our own country. Un-
fortunately, the bracero-using growers
believe they need not do that. They
are almost violently opposing a bill in
the other body which would recruit U.S.
farmworkers for work on any farm
which would need and want them.

The bracero-using growers are kid-
ding themselves if they believe they
can force Congress to forget the un-
employed of this Nation and to reinstate
Publie Law 78.

The opponents of Public Law 78 are
vigilant and are ready to do battle
again—if that should be necessary. For
example, only on June 19, 1963, the
executive committee of the National
Catholic Rural Life Conference, a group
of distinguished Catholic clergymen and
lay leaders, adopted a strong resolution
on this subject.

The NCRLC Executive Committee
said, in part:

Even though the House has once refused to
extend the bracero program under Publie
Law 78, eflorts are even now underway in
both the House and the Senate to revive the
program. We must emphatically urge Con-
gress to reject these efforts.

If the bracero-using growers are truly
concerned about a possible shortage of
labor—and I doubt whether they
are—then I would suggest that they sup-
port the legislation to provide the re-
cruitment of unemployed U.S. farm-
workers instead of strongly opposing this
legislation, as they are now doing.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to insert in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
the statement of policy concerning Pub-
lic Law 78 which was approved by the
executive committee of the National
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Catholic Rural Life Conference on June
19, 1963.

ExXceErPTS FROM THE STATEMENT OF PoLicy
ADOPTED BY THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF
THE NATIONAL CATHOLIC RURAL LIFE CoN-
FERENCE, JUNE 19, 1963

Even though the House has once refused
to extend the bracero program under Publie
Law 78, efforts are even now underway in
both the House and Senate to revive the pro-
gram. We most emphatically urge Con-
gress to reject these efforts and urge that
all citizens communicate with their Senators
and Representatives their Iinsistence that
Public Law 78 not be relnstated. At a time
when countless and increasing numbers of
our own citizens cannot find farm jobs, or
any jobs, few and far between, when the
average migrant finds less than 130 days of
work a year for a yearly income of less
than $1,000. it would be simply intolerable
that we should continue to import masses
of directly competing workers from Mexico.

We urge, moreover, that the appropriate
departments of Government close up the
gaping loopholes in Public Law 414 which
employers have been exploiting to bring in
tens of thousands of Mexicans as immi-
grants and commuters.

We wish to make it as clear as possible
that we do not intend or consider such steps
as being antibracero or anti-Mexican. We
have a deep and active concern over the
almost incredible poverty of many of our
Mexican neighbors, but we insist that as-
sistance to them should not be at the cost
of the poorest of our own citizens. We urge
rather that through our foreign aid pro-
gram, and particularly through the Alliance
for Progress, a more direct and effective at-
tack be made on the causes of poverty in
Mexico, We recommend generous and con-
tinued expenditure on a scale appropriate
to Mexico's needs and capacity. Only thus
will be eased the pressure of abject poverty
that drives so many Mexicans to seek relief
on this side of the border.

NATIONAL LIFE INSURANCE
REOPENING BILL

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr, Lonc] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I wish to speak of a measure long over-
due to give veterans of the U.S. Armed
Forces a second chance to buy national
service life insurance. This is the in-
surance Uncle Sam made available to
our World War II and Korean war GI's
as a partial reward for the sacrifices
those men and women made for the
love of their country.

Rather abruptly, the privilege of pur-
chasing this insurance was taken away
from the Nation’s fighting men. It was
a harsh thing to do and it was not at all
appreciated by the ex-GI's. I know, I
am one of them.

The privilege of purchasing the com-
paratively inexpensive national service
life insurance was revoked from World
War II veterans only 6 years after the
close of hostilities—compared to 33 years
ror World War I veterans. Korean vet-

had even a shorter length of
time-—-120 days from their separation
from service.
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Those veterans who had not had the
farsightedness and the money to get
their NSLI policies when they were avail-
able were left at the mercy of the com-
mercial insurance market whose premi-
ums were naturally much higher, or they
were to take that calculated no insurance
gamble,

Of course, it is easy to look back now
with the wisdom of hindsight and say
those GI's should have known better
and taken the insurance when it was
available, that it is their tough Iuck.
But, as one of those GI's, I know how
easy it was not to have known better.
And, after all, are we so callous in this
country that we punish someone forever
for a long passed, single mistake?

Is it not a small price to pay to the
dedicated men and women who pre-
served our Nation in time of war to
permit them to preserve their own secu-
rity in time of peace?

The proposal I support today is noth-
ing new or revolutionary. It has been
sent to the House of Representatives,
after passage in the other body, eight
times. Eight times it has passed the
Senate, only to fail of congressional en-
actment because of inaction by the House
of Representatives.

This is an injustice which, no matter
how late the hour, must be righted—by
House approval of a bill which has been
returned here from the Senate with the
NSLI reopening proposal attached as an
amendment. That bill, H.R. 220, is lying
at this moment on the Speaker’s desk,
waiting to be called up. It is a bill
which, as it unanimously passed the
House earlier this year, calls for the
conversion of term NSLI policies with
ever-increasing premiums to modified
life contracts with level premiums after
age 50 and reduced value at age 65.

The House-passed bill poses no prob-
lem. It offers no controversy. And I
wonder how much real controversy is
offered by the Senate-approved NSLI re-
opening amendment. Such a proposal
has never been controversial in the Sen-
ate where it has swept through eight
times. And I contend that it would pass
the House by an overwhelming vote, too,
if permitted to be freely debated and to
be voted upon.

It is a measure that costs the taxpayer
nothing, that is supported by the Vet-
erans’ Administration, that has won the
strong backing of every major veterans
organization in the country, and that
would be of inestimable benefit to 16
million across the land who could take
advantage of it.

‘With all this in mind, I urge passage
by the House of this bill to make avail-
able for 1 year national service life in-
gura;l:ce to those who were once eligible

or it.

NLRB AND CONGRESSIONAL IN-
TENT: PART II

The SPEAKER. TUnder previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. O'Haral is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re-
vise and extend my remarks and include
extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, on April 10, 1962, the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Lanprum] and the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN]
took to the floor and made an attack on
the National Labor Relations Board—as
an institution of 25 years standing—on
the Supreme Court decisions involving
the National Labor Relations Act, and
upon the NLRB members, both past and
present. A handful of decisions—some
by the Supreme Court—were cited to
support the asserted proposition that the
jncumbent Labor Board members by
tortured interpretations, ingenious in-
novations, and nimble footwork had all
but gutted, had eroded and all but re-
pealed, key provisions of the Labor Act.
These were serious charges.

Mr. Speaker, last year's attack did not
go unanswered. The gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. THoMPsON], one of the
leading participants in framing the con-
ference report of the Labor-Management
Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959
and a longtime valued member of the
House Committee on Education and La~-
bor, felt compelled to make a few remarks
so that the comments of his friends, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LANDRUM]
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
GrirFFin], would not be considered the
last word by Congress on the disputed
and controversial issues then nearing
court review. He disputed the nunc pro
tunc interpretation of the law sought by
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr, LaN-
prUM] and the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. GriFrFiN]; and he disagreed with
the coneclusion of the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Lanorum] and the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. GriFFin] that
the Labor Board was frustrating and
circumventing the intent of Congress
by its then current decisions.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Pucinskil, who then had recently
chaired a subcommittee through a long,
thorough, and painstaking investigation
of the NLRB administration of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, agreed with
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
TrHoMPsoN] that the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. LanproM] and the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. GrirrFin] had
attempted to “impose retroactively upon
the statute” the interpretation they had
been unable to write into the statute
when the amendments were pending
business. The gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Pucinskr] took the handful of
cases relied upon by the gentleman from
Michigan and put them in a larger con-
text, a context of all the pertinent deci-
sions issued by the Labor Board during
the appropriate time span. Mr. Pucin-
sK1 concluded from a study of all the
Board decisions that the Labor Board
is “doing an outstanding job of fairly
administering the labor laws of this
country. It is not a promanagement
board; it is not a prolabor Board; it is
a pro-American Board. It is calling the
shots as it sees them, based on the merits
of each individual issue as it arises.”

The gentleman from California, Mr.
Miller, a former employee of the Labor
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Board and a valued Member of the
House whose tragic death last fall was
a great loss to the country, joined his
voice with that of the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. Trompson] and the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Pucinskil
to protest the assertion that—

There is reason to wonder whether the
NLRB * * * even concedes the constitutional
authority of Congress to formulate and estab-
lish policy in the labor-management fleld.

From his unique vantage point as a
former employee of the agency under
attack, as one who could speak with first
hand information and personal observa-
tion, as one who had no ax to grind,
Mr. Miller commented that—

In the literally hundreds of Board em-
ployees whom I have known and have done
business with and trafficked with, I have
found the highest degree of intelligence, the
highest degree of effort and devotion to do
right by thelr Government, to do right by
the agency they represent, to do right by
the general public, labor, and management.
We employees of the Board yield to no one
in the respect we have shown for this law,
whether it was the Wagner Act of 1935, the
Taft-Hartley Act of 1947, or the Landrum-
Grifin Act of 1959. We have done the best
we possibly could under any and all of the
laws, enforeing them to the best of our
knowledge and ability.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. THompsoN], the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Pucinskr], Mr, Miller,
and I did not take exception to the fact
that the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LanpruM] and the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. GrRIFFIN] were disappointed in
the results of some decisions of the La-
bor Board. This is to be expected. As
the gentleman from Georgia told us then,
the area of labor relations “is a compli-
cated field, highly charged with emotion
and closely linked with the public wel-
fare.” We only asked that these gentle-
men present their grievances through
the orderly and legitimate channels
where charges can be answered, where a
seasoned judgment can be assured on the
basis of full facts after bipartisan re-
view with a minimum of individual hit-
and-run sniping. The gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. GriFFin] then assured
us that he had suggestions for improve-
ments, and briefly outlined some of them.
His primary suggestion was that the La-
bor Board be deprived of jurisdiction
over unfair labor practice cases and that
this function be assigned to the various
Federal District Court judges the coun-
try over. The gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Pucinski] gave an immediate re-
sponse: That this “would result in a
patchwork quilt national labor policy
with different interpretations and dif-
ferent standards of labor management
relations In each of the geographical
areas served by the more than 100 Fed-
eral district courts.” I requested that
these suggestions be presented to the ap-
propriate body for study so we would
have an opportunity to go into them
more fully.

Mr., Speaker, months went by, 14 of
them, Congress adjourned, Congress re-
sumed its sessions, numerous bills have
been proposed, and neither the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. LANbRUM] nor
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the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
GriFFiN] have referred any of their sug-
gested reforms of last year to the ap-
propriate committee for examination
and study. Instead, on June 18, 1963, the
gentlemen repeated their last year’s per-
formance.

‘We are told once again that the Labor
Board is “politically oriented”; that it
“wriggles adroitly through loopholes” of
its own making; that its rulings are “ex-
treme and tortured”; and to cap it all,
that “the 25-year performance record
of the National Labor Relations Board
in the discharge of its judicial role rep-
resents one of the most lamentable epi-
sodes in the history of American juris-
prudence.”

The attack runs a wide gamut: from
a complaint that the statute requires re-
viewing courts to accept agency findings
of fact if supported by “substantial evi-
dence,” to a complaint that the inde-
pendent general counsel follows prior
rulings of the Labor Board “in situations
where the facts are similar.”

The attack is inconsistent. The
gentlemen from Georgia and Michigan
tell us that judicial review is not effec-
tive because the poverty of some litigants
prevents their seeking review; and they
suggest that the Labor Board adjudica-
tory functions—which are free—be abol-
ished and that all litigants be required
to pursue their rights—at their own ex-
pense—in the Federal distriet courts.
The gentlemen complain because the
Labor Board does not always accept a
ruling by an individual court of appeals
as final; and also complain because the
Labor Board rejected a self-initiated
doctrine—the Washington Coca-Cola
doctrine—when it had been reversed by
three courts of appeals on five different
occasions.

The evidence to support the attack
consists of the same handful of cases
brought to our attention last year—
slightly warmed over with a few, a very
few, additions. The suggestions for
change are those discussed very briefly
14 months ago on the floor of the House,
but never submitted to the appropriate
committee for critical analysis and
debate.

I say, as I said last year, that the
gentlemen from Georgia and Michigan
are fully entitled to differ from my
views—and the views of the reviewing
courts—on the crucial and controversial
issues raised in the difficult labor-
management relations problems which
constantly beset the Labor Board. But
I ask again that these differences be
resolved in the contemplative chambers
of the appropriate committee, where
charges can be answered, where facts
can supplant fancy; and conversely, that
the gentlemen refrain from any further
hip-shooting charges on the privileged
floor of this Chamber.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. THOMPSON] may extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
thank the gentleman. I have some com-
ments to make. I may say it is my un-
derstanding that the gentleman'’s office
notified the offices of the gentleman
from Michigan and the gentleman from
Georgia that we would discuss this mat-
ter today.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan.
correct.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
agree with the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. O'Haral that any disagree-
ment with court interpretations of the
Labor Act—for the Board doctrine com-
plained of has largely been approved by
the different courts of appeals—should
be referred to the appropriate commit-
tee for study. I note that my friend
from Georgia [Mr. Lanprum] has prom-
ised to introduce a bill calling for his
suggested remedies, and I trust that he
follows this course rather than again,
for a third time, stage a carefully
planned public attack on those who ad-
minister one of our most controversial
laws.

Last year I examined the decisions
criticized and described them, as I still
do, as “thoughtful, carefully reasoned
and demonstrative of a clear purpose to
carry out the language of the act and
the intent of Congress.” The decisions,
or the doctrines therein announced,
were then approaching initial court re-
view, and I wanted to make it clear that
the comments of my friends, the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. Lanorum] and
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
GRrIFFIN], were not to be considered the
last word by Congress on disputed and
controversial issues.

Now, some of the decisions approach
Supreme Court review, and I would like
briefly to summarize what is before us.

Omitted by my colleagues from this
year's discussion are the Labor Board’s
hot cargo decisions and the Board'’s lock-
out decisions, possibly because, judged on
their—I suggest—inappropriate yard-
sticks, these decisions would fall on the
promanagement side of the ledger. My
friends, however, did reiterate last year’s
summation of cases in the areas of sec-
ondary boycott, blackmail picketing, and
free speech, and included one new area
of discussion; that is, the Labor Board’s
decisions that management must consult
with labor prior to closing down an oper-
ation or contracting out work. Their
selection this year, like their selection
last year, meets neither the requirement
of exhaustive review nor even the rudi-
mentary requirements of a random
sample.

I do not intend to repeat my last year’s
comments on the cases then discussed.
A few comments, however, are war-
ranted by recent developments.

THE SECTION 8 (D) (4) SECONDARY
BOYCOTT CASES

The section 8(b) (4) secondary boycott
decisions involve extremely complicated
and technical problems because section
8(b) (4) was a compromise piece of legis-
lation with proviso added to proviso, and

That is
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exception piled upon exception. Let me
make brief mention here of the four so-
called loopholes described by my friend,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
GRIFFIN],

First. The alleged “ambulatory pick-
eting” loophole which was assertedly
created when the Board abandoned its
Washington Coca-Cola doctrine came
only after the Labor Board was told on
five different occasions by three separate
courts of appeals that it was miscon-
struing our law.

Second. The alleged “reserve gate
loophole”; that is, that it is lawful for
striking employees to picket the gate
used by the railroad cars making de-
liveries to the struck employer, followed
close on the heels of a Supreme Court
decision pointing to this result. Loecal
761, IUE v. NLRB, 366 U.S. 667. When
the Court of Appeals for the Second Cir-
cuit—by divided vote—recently reversed
the Labor Board for following this hold-
ing, the Supreme Court prompftly agreed
to review the case, NLRB against Car-
rier Corp.

Third. The alleged loophole that was
assertedly created when the Labor Board
drew a practical distinction between
high- and low-level supervisory person-
nel in the Carolina Lumber decision
(130' NLRB No. 148) was initially ap-
proved by the Court of Appeals for the
Second Circuit—NLRB v. Local 294, Int.
Brotherhood of Teamsters, 298 F. 2d 105,
2d. Cir. 1961—and when the ninth cir-
cuit recently disagreed with the Board
and with the second circuit on this
matter, the Supreme Court promptly
agreed to grant review—Servette, Inc.
v. NLEB, 310 F, 2d 659 (9th Cir. 1962).

Fourth. The fourth and final asserted
loophole resulted when the Labor Board
held that a wholesaler is a “producer of
a product” within the meaning of the
so-called publicity proviso of the sec-
ondary boycott section, Lohman Bros.,
132 NLRB No. 67. The Court of Appeals
for the Ninth Circuit disagreed with the
Labor Board on this point, but the Su-
preme Court has agreed to resolve this
problem—Servette, Inc. v. NLRB, 310,
F. 2d 659.

THE SECTION 8(b) (7) “BLACKEMAIL PICKETING"
CASES

Suffice it to say here that to the degree
that the doctrines in the Labor Board
decisions attacked by my friends have
been tested in the courts, they have either
been sustained or, where not sustained,
have been found to merit Supreme Court
review.

Section 8(b) (T) makes it an unfair la-
bor practice for a union to picket an em-
ployer where its object thereof is forcing
or requiring an employer to “recognize
or bargain” with the picketing union.
The Labor Board has held that picketing
to protest substantial departure from
“area standards” is permissible, Housion
Building Trades, 136 NLRB No. 28; that
picketing to protest the discharge of an
employee for union activities or other
employer unfair labor practices is per-

‘missible, Bachman Furniture, 134 NLRB

No. 54; on the theory that this type of
picketing does not have the forbidden ob-
ject of forecing or requiring an employer
to “recognize or bargain” with the pick-
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eting union. My friends from Georgia
and Michigan tell us that this is wrong;
but the Court of Appeals for the Second
Circuit tells us that this is correct—
N.L.R.B.v. Local 3, IBEW, F. 2d 53 LRRM
2116 (2d Cir. 1963) (Picoult Contracting).

Section 8(b) (7) (e) requires unions
that picket for the object of obtaining
recognition to file a petition for an elec-
tion within 30 days so that the question
of majority status can be determined
without damage to outsiders. The Labor
Board ruled that a picketing union which
represents a majority of the employees
need not file an election petition if it files
seemingly valid “refusal to bargain”
charges against the employer, because
first, an election in the face of employer
unfair labor practices will not refiect the
uninhibited desires of the employees, and
because second, the refusal to bargain
charges and the election petition result
in the same determination: the majority
status of the union claiming recognition,
C. A. Blinne, 135 NLRB No. 121. My
friends from Georgia and Michigan, both
now and last year, tell us this is wrong.
The Court of Appeals for the Second Cir-
cuit tells us this is correct, NL.R.B. v.
Local 182, IBT, 314 F. 2d 53 (2d Cir. 1963).

Section 8(b) (7)(c) has a so-called
publicity proviso which permits a union
to picket “for the purpose of truthfully
advising the public—including consum-
ers—that an employer does not employ
members of, or have a contract with, a
labor organization.” The Labor Board
held that this quoted “publicity proviso”
protects picketing even when the picket-
ing has the object of compelling em-
ployer “recognition,” Crown Cafeleria,
135 NLRB No. 124, My friends tell us
this is wrong, the court of appeals tells
us this is correct—N.L.R.B. v. Local 182,
IBT, 314 F. 2d 53 (2d Cir. 1963) (Wood-
ward Motors).

I might say parenthetically, as a mem-
ber of the conference committee, if my
recollection is correct, and I believe it to
be, that I was the author of the particu-
lar proviso which the gentlemen say is
being improperly interpreted and which
I say is being properly interpreted. As
a matter of legislative history I think
this is worthy of some note.

Section 8(b) (7) (¢) limits the “pub-
licity picketing” discussed above. Such
picketing cannot continue if an effect of
such picketing “is to induce any indi-
vidual employed by any other person in
the course of his employment, not to
pick up, deliver or transport any goods
or not to perform any services.” The
Labor Board ruled that it is not any
incidental refusal to work which will de-
prive the union of its right to engage in
“publicity picketing,” for that would put
the rights to picket at the mercy of any
“strong-willed deliveryman with an
antipathy to crossing any picket line”
Barker Bros. Corp., 138 NLRB No. 54.
My friends single out this decision, as
they have the others mentioned above,
as wrong.

They failed to tell us that this Labor
Board doctrine was enunciated in prior
decisions by Judge Skelly Wright and
others on the Federal judiciary: LeBus
V. Building Trades Council, 199 F. Supp.
628; McoLeod v. Chefs, Cooks, etc., Local
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89, 280 F. 2d 760; Graham v. Retail Clerks
International Association, Local No. 57,
188 F. Supp. 847.

In short, my friends from Georgia and
Michigan are attacking not only Labor
Board decisions as wrong, but Labor
Board doctrine approved by the review-
ing courts as wrong.

Omitted from their list, of course, are
the numerous decisions where the Board
has found that union picketing violated
section 8(b) (7) and which demonstrate
that it has given validity to and has not
“eroded” or “gutted” the protections
Congress set up for employers against
unlawful picketing.

Our friends from Georgia and Michi-
gan cite four decisions to prove that the
Labor Board “tinkers with' the right of
free speech guaranteed in section 8(c)
of the act. That section provides that
the expression of any views, argument,
opinion, and so forth, of a noncoercive
nature shall not constitute or be evi-
dence of “an unfair labor practice.”
There, by its terms, section 8(c) is ap-
plicable only to ‘‘unfair labor practice”
cases; and three of the four cases cited
by my friends involved not “unfair labor
practice” cases at all; they involved
“representation” cases—a very impor-
tant distinction—wherein the Labor
Board followed its long traditional pol-
icy of setting aside the results of an elec-
tion when the victorious party engaged
in coercion, trickery, or misrepresenta-
tion which “may reasonably be expected
g have a significant impact on the elec-

un-'f

I note that the three cases cited by my
friends involve situations wherein the
Labor Board set aside the results of elec-
tions in which the unions were defeated
following employer misrepresentations.
Our friends could equally have cited
cases wherein the Labor Board set aside
the results of elections in which the
union was victorious following union
misrepresentations. See, for example,
Hollywood Ceramics Company, Inc., 140
NLRB No. 36 (1962). The policy of
policing electioneering conduct is a two-
edged blade which cuts against both
management and unions in an effort to
insure a reasoned vote and a free choice
by employees in the selection of a bar-
gaining agent; and the Labor Board uses
this blade without discrimination to pro-
tect the employees’ rights to representa-
tion of their own choosing.

The fourth case cited by my friends
does involve an unfair labor practice
case. The reviewing court disagreed with
the Labor Board’s holding that there was
a “threat” of loss of emplpyment when
the employer told his workers that cus-
tomers would terminate their business if
the company became unionized—Union
Carbide Corporation v. N.L.R.B., 310 F.
2d 844 (6th Cir. 1962). However, one
may feel about the merits of this deci-
sion, it is elear that the disagreement be-
tween Board and reviewing court in-
volved not doetrine or philosophy, but
the application of fact; and it is note-
worthy that in an earlier case involv-
ing a similar factual situation, the Board
was reversed by a different reviewing
court for reaching the result the court
in Union Carbide would require—IUE v.
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N.L.R.B. (Neco Electric Products Co.),
289 F. 2d 757 (C.A.D.C,, 1960).

Our friends from Georgia and Mich-
igan speak this year of a new bogey, a
series of decisions which we are told
“pose a serious threat to the free enter-
prise system itself as well as to the in-
stitution of collective bargaining.” This
is pretty serious business.

These decisions reguire that an em-
ployer, prior to relocating his plant, prior
to contracting his normal workload to
outsiders, prior to going out of business
for economic reasons, must inform and
discuss the matter with the union.

Section 8(d) of our labor law requires
management and labor to bargain collec-
tively concerning “wages, hours, and
other terms and conditions of employ=
ment.” The Labor Board has held that
a management decision to shut down a
department, or a division, or a whole
plant, does effect the “‘conditions of em-
ployment” under the law of those who
will lose their jobs as a result of this
management decision.

This makes sense to me, and it made
sense to the court of appeals which re-
viewed and approved the initial decision
in this area—Town & Country Manufac-
turing Company v. N.L.R.B., F. 2d (5th
Cir. 1963), 53 LRRM 2054. It also made
sense to the Supreme Court when it con-
strued the similar provisions of the Rail-
way Labor Act as requiring a railroad
to negotiate with the union as is going
on right now, prior to discontinuing a
service performed by employees in that
union.—Railroad Telegraphers v. Chi-
cago and Northwestern Railway Com-
pany, 362 U.S. 330.

That is the very essence of the great
argument now proceeding. I am sure it
makes sense to the numerous employers
who regretfully inform a union that busi-
ness conditions require the termination
of a long-time operation and find that
the union is willing to make concessions,
and even loans, to tide the employer over
a rough period.

My friends from Georgia and Mich-
igan tell us that these decisions—that
the employer must inform the union of
his decision and discuss union counter-
proposals—require the employer “surren-
der of * * * basic, fundamental man-
agement prerogatives.” My friends
forget that neither the statute, the Labor
Board decisions, or the approving court
opinions require anything more than dis-
cussion, and this only until impasse is
reached. Unions have no veto power,
only an opportunity to assist their em-
ployer in facing economic hardships
which fall equally upon all concerned
with the company’s continued prosperity.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. If I might
make a comment at this point. I am in
complete agreement with you with re-
gard to the wisdom of this discussion
with the employees when adverse busi-
ness conditions might require a move or
going out of business because I think it
sometimes produces mutually beneficial
results. They have a mutual stake after
all. An example has occurred just re-
cently in my own State of Michigan.
The Gibson Refrigerator Division of
Hupp Corp. operates in Greenville and
Belding, Mich. They felt they were fac-
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ing economic hard times and might have
to move their operation or close it down.
They discussed this with the union and
on the 3d day of June of this year, just
a little over a month ago, they entered
an agreement which succeeded in keep-
ing this operation alive and keeping it
in Belding and in Greenville, Mich.

Their agreement provided that the
company would not make a move prior
to November 2, 1965. In the event of any
move after that date, 6 months’ notice
would be given to the union. The union
in return agreed to cooperate completely
with the management in making certain
improvements in production schedules
and in improving good will between the
employer and the employees, customers,
the union, and the public.

This agreement was arrived at because
the management did discuss their prob-
lem with the union and it is going to
make a great deal of difference to this
community, to these workers, and to the
company. I think this is the kind of
thing we ought to be attempting to
effectuate, not prevent.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
agree with the gentleman.

The Michigan matter to which the
gentleman refers is a very recent one.
In my own congressional district at this
moment I know of two such negotiations
where the employer feels it would be to
his economic advantage either to move
or to go out of business unless certain
agreements with respect to the operation
of the company are made.

Under the law they consulted the
union and, lo and behold, it was the
union people who made a suggestion in
one instance so constructive that it is
now evident the company is not only go-
ing to stay in business but is going to
stay in business largely because of the
financial resources of the union, loaned
to it, to retool and to make other neces-
sary changes.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. O'Haral for yield-
ing this time to me, and I shall be brief
in concluding.

Whether it is the issue free speech, or
conditions of employment, the real ob-
jection of my friends from Georgia and
Michigan seems to be that the Labor
Board decisions have almost without ex-
ception received the imprint of Court
approval. I conclude, as I did last year:

If we are dissatisfled with the way in
which the courts construe our statute, the
proper procedure is to amend the statute, not
to attack the Labor Board whose decisions,
if erroneous, can be corrected by judicial
review.

‘We should keep ourselves informed of the
developments at the Labor Board, as we keep
ourselves informed of the developments at
the other agencies. We should revise our
labor act when the courts put their im-
primatur on a Labor Board interpretation we
did not or could not anticipate. Ours, sub-
ject to constitutional limitation of free
speech, due process, and so forth, is the last
word. I only request that it be constrained
pending full, and bipartisan, study through
our normal avenue of discussion.

And, in this instance, as I said at the
outset, if the gentleman from Georgia

[Mr. Laxprom] and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Grirrin] feel that the
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National Labor Relations Act is being
misinterpreted, the proper recourse is the
introduction of legislation to correct the
specific misinterpretations and then
refer them to the subcommittee of which
I have the honor to be chairman and on
which the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. O'HARA] serves.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr, O'Haral very much
for yielding.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey for his
contribution. His words are entitled to
particular weight as he was one of the
leading participants in framing the con-
ference report of the Labor-Management
Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959 and
ranks high as a leading scholar in the
area of labor-management relations.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ili-
nois [Mr. Pucinskil some time ago
through the chairmanship of a special
ad hoc subcommittee studying NLRB
administration of the National Labor
Relations Act had a wonderful opportu-
nity to go into these problems in some
detail and the report that his ad hoec
subcommittee made following his inves-
tigation of this material is one of the
finest things that has ever been done in
this field.

I would, therefore, appreciate having
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PuciN-
sk1] enlighten us with respect to some
of the matters that were brought up by
our colleagues, the, gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Lanpbrum] and the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr, GriFrIn] about
which the gentleman has certain knowl-
edge gathered through his investigation.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OHARA of Michigan. I am
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr,
Pucinskil may extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I thank the gentle-
man for his kind remarks, and I wish
to congratulate him for taking this time
to put in proper perspective the role the
NLRB is today playing under the admin-
istration of its Chairman, Mr. Frank W.
MecCulloch.

Frankly, I am deeply perturbed by the
broadside attacks made on the Labor
Board by its critics both in and out of
Congress. The suggestion made by my
friends on the floor of Congress that we
deprive the Board of its unfair labor
practice jurisdiction and turn that busi-
ness over to the Federal district courts
is not a new suggestion. It was advanced
by the chamber of commerce and by the
National Association of Manufacturers
when President Kennedy's reorganiza-
tion plan for streamlining the NLRB was
before Congress some 2 years ago. This
suggestion epitomizes the basic dissatis-
faction that some small groups of mi-
nority employers have manifested in
various forms of flank attacks ever since
the frontal attack on the constitution-
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ality of the Wagner Act was rejected by
the Supreme Court in 1937. The attacks
will undoubtedly continue. But we need
industrial democracy to keep our indus-
trial output in high gear and our politi-
cal democracy flourishing; and these at-
tacks on the basic underlying prineiples
of the 1935 Wagner Act will fail as have
those that have come in the past.

I do not mean to indicate that there
is not always room for improvement.
Of course there is. We should never rest
satisfled with the feeling that we have
achieved the ultimate. As soon as we
let down our guard to contemplate our
laurels, we are undone. Constant scru-
tiny, eternal vigilance, of the labor man-
agement and other laws as they affect
the ever-changing industrial scene is a
must. I am pleased that President Ken-
nedy recently appointed a Labor Man-
agement Advisory Committee provided
for by the 1947 Taft-Hartley amend-
ments. I am sure that this panel, as it
advises the Director of the Mediation
and Conciliation Service, and other sim-
ilar committees will discover the need
for improvements in the basic law, and
in the procedures for administering the
basic law. And I am sure that these
needs will be presented in orderly fashion
for proper study and debate. This is
how it should be; this was the procedure
followed by Congress some 2 years ago
when it established the speclal committee
which I had the honor to chair.

My committee made a study in depth
of the NLRB administration of the Labor
Act. We found fault. We made sugges-
tions. I am happy to report that the
NLRB has responded to these suggestions
with earnestness and dispatch.

1. THE PROBLEM OF DELAY

The most serious and constant com-
plaint brought to our attention and
stressed in our report, was the delay by
the Labor Board in deciding unfair labor
practice cases. A charge initiating the
case would drag on literally for 2 or even
3 years before the Labor Board issued its
decision. This was completely unsatis-
factory to the charging party, be it labor,
management, or an individual. The new
Board under Chairman McCulloch, and
the Office of the General Counsel, made
great strides in cutting this delay. Now,
the average case is decided by the Labor
Board within 8 or 9 months of the time
that the charge is filed in the regional
office. And I must point out that only
a handful of the charges filed go to the

_Labor Board. About 85 to 90 percent of

all charges are settled at the regional
levels within an average of 45 days of
filing. This record is achieved through
the informal settlement processes of the
man on the scene who understands the
local problems.

This informal process of adjustment
works, and works well. A Labor Board
study by University of Pittsburgh Prof.
Philip Ross shows that of all meritorious
“refusal to bargain charges” filed in
1962, approximately 80 percent of them
were seftled informally at the regional
level within a month or two of filing;
and in at least three-quarters of these
informal settlements, negotiations re-
sumed, usually to the completion of a
contract.
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What would happen if the suggestion
of my good friends were adopted and the
approximate 14,000 ‘“unfair labor prac-
tice” cases filed in fiscal 1962 were turned
over to the district courts for adjudica-
tion?

First, there would be no opportunity
for NLRB adjustment which disposes of
9 out of every 10 cases to the satisfaction
of the parties. When cases are filed in
court, lines become fixed, positions hard-
en, and settlement becomes difficult.
The 11,000 plus cases which are now
informally adjusted would have to be
litigated in court.

Second, the delay in achieving a deci-
sion would again make the ultimate re-
sult a pyrrhic victory to the employee
discharged for union activity; to the
employer beset by picket line intimida-
tion. Now, as I have stressed, the over-
whelming majority of charges are con-
cluded at the local level within 45 days.
The exceptional cases which go on ap-
peal to the Labor Board are decided
within a time period of approximately
275 days. What kind of time lag would
we expect if the cases were required to
be filed in the Federal district courts?
‘We need not guess. We have the figures
from the Administrative Office of the
U.S. Courts. In the industrial areas of
this country where most of the unfair
labor practice cases originate, it now
takes from between 500 to over 1,000 days
for a case to be decided in a Federal
district court.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PUCINSEI. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr., GROSS. I thought you got 73
more judges. What happened to those
73 additional judges?

Mr. PUCINSEI. My distinguished
colleague from Iowa knows that those
judges could not fill the backlog because
there is a great deal more activity in the
Federal courts, and the gentleman from
Iowa knows that.

In the southern district of New York—
New York City—the median time inter-
vals from filing of a complaint to judicial
decision in civil cases is 35.6 months. In
the eastern district of Pennsylvania—
Philadelphia—it is 34.6 months. In the
northern district of Illinois—Chicago—
it is 23.7T months. In the northern dis-
trict of Ohio—Cleveland—it is 20.1
months. Inthenorthern distriet of Cal-
ifornia—San Francisco—it is 18 months,
or 540 days. Compare this with the few
Labor Board cases which go to the Labor
Board for decision—275 days—and the
bulk of the Labor Board cases which are
decided within 45 days at the regional
levels.

Finally, I would like to point out that
the suggestion that we transfer the un-
fair labor practice litigation to the Fed-
eral district court judges, many of whom
are completely inexperienced in labor-
management relations and the complexi-
ties of the technical aspects of our labor
law, would create out of our present na-
tional law a patchwork quilt of different
labor laws depending not on the intent
of Congress but upon the construction
given that intent by the hundreds of dif-
ferent Federal trial judges who would
rely upon the guidance of counsel who
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themselves would differ in experience,
wisdom, and partisan approach. Who,
I may ask, would represent the public
interest in these private law suits before
a judge who must sandwich a labor case
between admiralty, bankruptey, tort,
and the other cases which form the bulk
of our present Federal jurisdictions?

The delay in processing unfair labor
practice charges received the greatest
attention of the 300 or so witnesses who
testified before the subcommittee I
chaired. But other problems were raised
as well, and it became apparent that the
Labor Board was not doing its best job
in some of these respects.

2. THE PROBLEM OF UNIT DETERMINATIONS

One problem brought to our attention
concerned the Board’s fashioning of
units. The Labor Board is required by
section 9(b) of the statute to hold
elections—upon appropriate petition—
in that unit—be it employer unit, craft
unit, plant unit, or subdivision thereof—
which will “assure to employees the full-
est freedom in exercising the rights guar-
anteed by this act.”

Witnesses told us, and we found upon
the evidence, that especially in the retail
store situation “the Labor Board in de-
termining the unit appropriate for col-
lective bargaining had in some instances
given too much weight to the adminis-
trative unit as established by the em-
ployer; and has given too little weight
to the problems of geography” et cetera.
In one situation, apparently typiecal, the
Labor Board has decided upon a “unit”
which included 47 different stores, most
of which were clustered around Chicago
but some of which were located in Mil-
waukee, 90 miles north of Chicago, one
of which was located in Galesburg, Ill.,
190 miles south of Chicago. The Board
found this tristate unit appropriate be-
cause it corresponded with the Employ-
er's administrative division. Father &
Sons Shoe Stores, 11T NLRB 1479. Fac-
tors of geographic separation, local au-
tonomy, presence or lack of employee in-
terchange between outlets, were ignored.
Decisions such as this prompted our rec-
ommendation that “the Board apply
more realistic standards in determining
a bargaining unit”. The Board has done
so. In Sav-On Drugs, Inc., 138 NLRB
No. 61, a new approach was detected.
There, all the factors ignored in the
earlier decisions—geography, local au-
tonomy in purchase and employment
practices, interchange of employees, et
cetera—were given consideration and the
Board found that a single store in a chain
of merchandising outlets, a store far re-
moved from the others and operated in-
dependently, constituted a unit appro-
priate for collective bargaining.

The reappraisal of mechanical rules,
blindly applied, has continued in other
areas of the unit problem. The Board
reexamined a 1944 ruling that the only
appropriate unit in the insurance field
could be either State or company wide,
and held that a citywide unit also could
be appropriate, depending upon the au-
tonomous day-to-day operation of that
office, the lack of interchange of agents
between district offices, and certain other
factors. Quaker City Life Insurance
Company, 134 NLRB 960. This decision
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freed the unions in the insurance busi-
ness from the necessity of organizing
all agents in a given State at once; and
resulted in a 10-percent increase in the
membership of the unions—indication
that the old unit determination had de-
prived the insurance agents of the “full-
est freedom in exercising the rights
guaranteed by"” the Taft-Hartley Act as
amended by Landrum-Griffin.

The Board's determination to exer-
cise an informed discretion to the facts
of each case, rather than to approach
each case mechanically, is demonstrated
in a series of other situations. Truck-
drivers are no longer automatically in-
cluded with a union of production and
maintenance employees, nor are they
automatically granted severance from a
unit of production and maintenance em-
ployees upon request. It now depends
upon the community of interest which
exists between the truckdrivers and the
production and maintenance workers.
Job content, not the job label, is control-
ling. Compare Kalamazoo Paper Boz
Corporation, 136 NLRB No. 10—truck-
drivers included with produection and
maintenance workers—with Koesier
Bakery Co., 136 NLRB No. 100—bakery
workers granted a unit of production
and maintenance workers excluding
truckdrivers. The similar per se rule
which had been blindly applied to truck-
drivers was also applied to so-called
technical employees: they had automat-
ically been excluded from a unit of pro-
duction and maintenance workers if the
issue was contested. Now, they are in-
cluded or excluded by their community
of interest, not by the label applied to
their work. The Sheffield Corporation,
134 NLRB 1101, Similar flexibility
exists up and down the line: we can
no longer complain as we did in Septem-
ber of 1961 that the Labor Board should
apply more realistic standards in the
determination of bargaining units.

3. THE PROBLEM OF EFFECTIVE REMEDIES

The witnesses before our commitiee
complained not only because the Labor
Board remedy was so long delayed, but
also because it was so inadequate. Typi-
cally, President Pollock, of the Textile
Workers Union, commented that “the
Taft-Hartley penalties are so light that
employers regard them largely as busi-
ness operating expenses.” Witnesses
further commented that the Labor Board
was derelict in failing to utilize the pro-
visions of section 10(j) which authorize
—but do not require—the Board to seek

temporary court injunction whenever "

meritorious charges are filed.

We gave serious thought to this prob-
lem, mindful that the names of Norris
and La Guardia caution against court in-
junctions in labor disputes, and recom-
mended that the “Labor Board give care-
ful consideration to greater utilization to
the 10(j) injunction in situations of
flagrant and aggravated acts of picket
line force and violence, the situations of
repeated discharge of union adherents,
the situations where employers or unions
flagrantly refuse to bargain in good faith,
and the situations wherein the employer
threatens to intimidate his employees by
closing the plant or shifting work to af-
filiated factories.”
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I am pleased to report that the Labor
Board has taken our suggestion to heart.
The most recent NLRB annual report in-
forms us that the Labor Board initiated
some 11 section 10(j) proceedings—there
were only 48 such proceedings in the 15-
year period from 1947 through 1960.
Eight of these proceedings were aimed at
employer unfair labor practices, two
against union unfair labor practices, and
one against unfair labor practices jointly
committed by management and labor.

It is comforting to know that the La-
bor Board is now using the complete ar-
senal we in Congress put at its disposal.
But it is apparent that the district courts
through the use of injunctions cannot do
the work of the NLRB. The Labor Board
must devise its own remedies to make the
Labor Act an effective vehicle for indus-
trial peace. This it is doing.

I have commented on the processes of
informal adjustment at the initial and
local levels of the case processing. Over
2,000 cases are now quietly settled each
year through this technique.

The Labor Board has also made its
back pay order more effective by, first,
requiring those responsible for the un-
lawful discharge of the employee—be it
management, union, or both—to pay 6
percent interest—Isis Plumbing & Heat-
ing Co., 138 NLRB No. 97; and, second,
by discontinuing its former practice of
abating liability for back pay in the
event of an erroneous trial examiner de-
cision against back pay, for the period
from such decision until the Board cor-
rects it—A.P.W. Products Co., 137 NLRB
No. 7. Both of these efforts to make La-
bor Board remedies more effective have
received judicial approval by reviewing
courts. Reserve Supply Corporation v.
NLRB, F. 2d (2d Cir. 1963), 53 LRRM
2374; NLRB v. AP.W. Products, F. 2d
(2d Cir. 1963), 53 LRRM 2055.

The Labor Board has also made efforts
to ensure that the right o select a bar-
gaining representative and to engage in
collective bargaining will not be thwarted
by the multiplant corporation through
the callous shutdown of those plants
where the employees vote for union rep-
resentation. Thus, in the Darlington
Mills case, 139 NLRB No. 23, the facts
showed the company did close a union-
ized plant to avoid its statutory obliga-
tions to bargain. The plant was closed,
and sold. The Labor Board entered the
picture too late to seek an injunction
against the closing. Compare the
Board’s action in Phillips v. Burlington
Industries, Inc., 49 LRRM 2144 (N.D.N.
Ga. 1962.) The remedy of reacquiring
and reopening the plant was apparently
thought too harsh. Compare the Board's
order in Town & Couniry Mfg. Co., 136
NLRE No. 111, approved on judicial re-
view, Town & Country Mfg. Co.v. NLRB,
F. 2d (5th Cir. 1963) 53 LRRM 2054
The Board's remedy in Darlington was
an order that the employees discharged
for their prounion vote to be offered jobs
at other plants—with moving expenses;
that their back pay be continued until
they received comparable employment
with the same company or elsewhere;
and that the company recognize the
union as the bargaining agent for the
Darlington plant employees and bargain
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with the union concerning the reemploy-
ment rights.

I think it is safe to assume that the
Labor Board, slowly but surely, is seek-
ing to fulfill our recommendations that
it explore new remedies to effectuate
the statutory mandate to encourage the
practices and procedures of collective
bargaining.

4. THE PROBLEMS OF FREE SPEECH AND RACE HATE

The problems of free speech with all
their ramifications were brought to our
attention. We received evidence about
the harmful effects of the captive audi-
ence doctrine; about the arbitrary dis-
tinction drawn by the Labor Board be-
tween a threat, and an economic predic-
tion; about the pressures brought upon
the employees by outside community
groups; and about the use of race-hate
material to inflame the employees against
unions and—sometimes—employers.

The Labor Board has moved in all
these areas, but the problem I would like
to emphasize concerns the use of race
hate. Our subcommittee was frankly
perplexed by this problem. We con-
demned the use of such propaganda in
connection with labor-management dis-
putes; but we recognized that the con-
stitutional guarantee of free speech
might protect such utterances. We rec-
ommended that the Labor Board provide
an adequate opportunity for this matter
to be resolved by the U.S. Supreme Court.

Again, I am proud to report, the Labor
Board responded kindly to our recom-
mendation with a well-considered solu-
tion. The Board has recognized that
“prejudice based on color is a powerful
emotional foree"” and that “appeals to
racial prejudice on matters unrelated to
the election issue have no place in Board
electoral campaigns.” However, the
Board also has recognized that a ‘“rele-
vant campaign statement may have ra-
cial overtones.” Thus, the test an-
nounced was:

8o long, therefore, as a party limits itself
to truthfully setting forth another party’'s
position on matters of raclal interest and
does not deliberately seek to overstress and
exacerbate racial feelings by irrelevant, in-
flammatory appeals, we shall not set aside
an election on this ground. However, the
burden will be on the party making use of a
racial message to establish that it was truth-
ful and germane, and where there is doubt
as to whether the total conduct of such party
is within the described bounds, the doubt
will be resolved against him,

Applying this test, the Labor Board
issued two decisions on the same day.
In one, Sewell Manufacturing Company,
138 NLRB No. 12, the Board set aside the
results of the election because the em-
ployer’s propaganda “exceeded permis-
sible limits and so inflamed and tainted
the atmosphere in which the election
was held that a reasoned basis for choos-
ing or rejecting a bargaining representa-
tive was an impossibility.” In the other
case, Allen-Morrison Sign Co., Inc., 138
NLREB No. 11, the Board refused to set
aside the results of the election because
the employer’s racial propaganda was
“temperate in tone, germane and correct
factually.”

This test, and its application, protects
both the right of employees to vote in
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an atmosphere where the uninhibited
desires of the voters may be determined,
and the right of the participants to in-
form the voters of all relevant issues, in-
cluding those concerning racial matters.

This solution, to me, represents the
careful work of the Labor Board to effec-
tuate the intent of Congress in this and
the other troublesome areas of labor-
management relations as they exist in
today's America.

It has been stated recently here on
the floor that the performance of the
Labor Board “represents one of the most
lamentable episodes in the history of
American jurisprudence.” I say that
the performance of the Labor Board, as
judged objectively by the decisions of the
Supreme Court of the United States, is
heartwarming. In 1961-62, the Supreme
Court decided five cases involving ques-
tions concerning the administration of
the National Labor Relations Act; and
sustained the Board’s position in all of
them. This year, 1962-63, the Supreme
Court reviewed the administration of the
National Labor Relations Act in four
cases, and sustained the Board’s position
in three of them.

In short, the present Labor Board has
been sustained in eight of the nine
Supreme Court decisions, a batting aver-
age of almost 0.900. I would that the
other agencies, or this Congress, would
do so well.

I say, Mr. Speaker, that those who are
quick to criticize the present National
Labor Relations Board have missed their
mark. This Board is merely trying to
restore labor-management relations a
good deal closer to national labor policy.
What is the policy? It was laid down
by the late distinguished gentleman from
Ohio, co-author of the Taft-Harfley Act,
when he stated in the preamble to that
act that the working men and women of
America should be encouraged to or-
ganize into unions for the purpose of
collective bargaining. The previous
Board too frequently ignored this na-
tional labor policy. This Board is
merely trying to reestablish national la-
bor policy as established by Congress.
And, Mr. Speaker, the Supreme Court of
the United States agrees with what the
Board is doing.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to also men-
tion in closing that questions raised here
recently during an attack on the Board
that the new General Counsel may not
be able to do a good job are without
foundation. Arnold Ordman, the new
General Counsel, has had 17 years of
experience with the Board before his
new assignment. President Kennedy
could not have found a more experienced
or more dedicated public servant than
Arnold Ordman. I am confident he will
be one of the most effective and impar-
tial General Counsels in the history of
the Board.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Illinois
for giving us the benefit of his subcom-
mittee’s study of the Labor Board and
his followup observations which prove
the wisdom of such studies. I trust the
proposed amendments promised by the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LanpruM]
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
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GrrIFrFIN] will be referred to a subcommit-
tee for equally competent analysis so we
can get on with the business begun with
the Wagner Act of 1935—to protect the
rights of individual employees in their
relations with labor organizations and
management, to prevent the interference
with labor organizations and manage-
ment, to prevent the interference by
labor or management with each other’s
legitimate rights, and to encourage the
practice and procedure of -collective
bargaining,

MEMORANDUM CONCERNING LABOR BOARD DE-
CcisioNs RELIED UrpoN BY CONGRESSMEN
LANDRUM AND GRIFFIN IN THEIR RECENT
DiscussioN OF THE LABOR BOARD
On April 10, 1962, Congressmen LANDRUM

and GrIFFIN took to the floor of the House

and cited a number of cases to support their
conclusion that the Board was violating the
intent of Congress. This discussion appears

in the ComnGrEssiONAL RECORD, volume 108,

part 5, pages 6190-6195.

The repeat performance was on June 18,
1963, and appears in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD, pages 110561-11058.

It is the purpose of this memorandum to
describe the cases discussed by Messrs. LanN-
DRUM and GRIFFIN on these two occaslons.

A. THE SECONDARY BOYCOTT CASES

The Carolina Lumber Company case, 130
NLRB No, 148 (1961) and the International
Union of Operating Engineers, Local 324
case, 131 NLRB No. 228 (1961), involve the
interpretation of section 8(b) (4). This sec-
tion makes it unlawful for a union to induce
or to “encourage any individual employed by
any n” to engage in certain unilateral
forbidden activities, or for a union to “threat-
en, coerce or restrain any person" in the same
regard.

In the Carolina Lumber Company case,
the Board reasoned that the statutory dis-
tinction between the prohibition against in-
ducing individuals and coerclng persons
required the Board to decide whether super-
visory personnel who had been “induced, but
not threatened” were “individuals” or “per-
sons.” All participating Board members were
in agreement.

In the International Union of Operating
Engineers, Local 324 case, the Board applied
this Carolina Lumber decision and held that
the job superintendent in complete charge of
a building project was “more nearly related
to the managerial level than to rank-and-
file employees” and therefore was not an “in-
dividual,” and hence, the union inducements
did not violate the prohibitions of section
B(b) (4).

In the Servetle, Inc. v NLRE case, 310 F.
2d 659, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
disagreed with the Labor Board's dichotomy
between “persons” and “individuals,” and
the Supreme Court has agreed to review this
issue.

The Middle South Broadcasting Company
case, 133 NLRB No. 1656 (1961), and the Loh-
man Brothers case, 132 NLRB No. 67 (1961),
require interpretation of the so-called pub-
licity proviso which permits a union to truth-
fully advise the public that “a product or
products are produced by an employer with
whom the labor organizations has a primary
dispute and are distributed by another em-
ployer.”

In Lohman Brothers, the Teamsters were
on strike against a distributor and handbilled
several drugstores to inform the public that
the drugstores were distributing products
produced by a “struck employer.” The Labor
Board held that a wholesaler “produces a
product” within the intent of the statute and
that therefore the handbilllng was not
unlawful.

In Middle South Broadcasting Company,
133 NLRB 1698, the union striking against a
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radio station handbilled outside an automo-
bile agency which advertised on the struck
radio station, and the Board held that this
handbilling was lawful on the theory that
the radio station was producing a product
distributed by the automobile agency.

In the Great Western Broadcasting Cor-
poration case, 310 F. 2d. 591, the Ninth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals rejected the Labor
Board's view that a struck TV station “pro-
duces a product,” and the Supreme Court has
agreed to review the conflict.

The Plauche Eleciric Company case, 136
NLRB No. 41, and the Houston Armored
Car case, 136 NLRB No. 9, concern the over-
ruling of the Board’s old Washington Coca-
Cola doctrine. The problem in these cases
involves so-called ambulatory picketing. In
the Washington Coca-Cola case, 107 NLRB
No. 299, the Labor Board had held that a
union engages in “‘secondary” picketing when
it follows the dellvery trucks and pickets the
trucks as they make deliveries to “neutral”
establishments purchasing from the struck
employer.

In Plauche Electric, 135 NLRB 250, the
IBEW picketed a retall store where electrical
work was being done by a struck employer.
The application of the Washington Coca-Cola
doctrine would have required a holding that
this picketing was unlawful secondary ac-
tion because the nonunion employees on
the job spent a few minutes at the open-
ing and closing of the work day at the elec-
trical contractor's shop, and under Wash-
ington Coca-Cola, the striking employees
were required to picket their employer’s
home establishment and no other location.
In Plauche, the Board abandoned the Wash-
ington Coca-Cola doctrine and held that it
was lawful for striking employees to picket
the establishment where the “struck” work
was substantially performed.

In the Houston Armored Car Company
case, 136 NLRB 110, the Board applied its
Plauche ruling and held that it was not un-
lawful for a striking union to follow their
employer's armored cars and picket the cars
as they stopped to pick up and deliver
money.

The Carrier Corporation case, 132 NLRB
127, involved a situation where a rallroad
was making deliveries to a struck employer
through a separate gate. The Labor Board
held that the striking employees engaged in
lawful, primary activity when they picketed
this gate. The Second Circult Court of
Appeals reversed the Labor Board by a 2-to-1
vote and denied a rehearing en banc by a 6-
to-4 vote, and the Supreme Court has agreed
to review the case.

B. THE FREE SPEECH CASES
1. The 1962 discussion

In 1962 our friends discussed four cases,
the May Company case, the Somismo, Inc.,
case, the Cole Manufacturing Company case,
and the Worth Manufacturing Company case,

In the May Company case, 136 NLRB 797,
the Labor Board ruled that a department
store employer who enforced a no-solicitation
rule and who gave an antiunion speech on
company time violated the rights of the em-
ployees when he refused the union’s request
for equal time. The sixth circuit recently
reversed the Board's decision on this point.

In the Somismo, Inc., case 133 NLRB 1310,
the Labor Board set aside the results of an
election on the theory that the employer
threatened to go out of business, when the
employer told his employees Iin a captive
audience meeting that “If by chance the
union were to be voted Into this shop * * *.
Somismo will not be able to cope with that
problem. * * *As it is now we have laid off
a number of men already, and you all know
it.”

Cole Manufacturing Company, 133 NLRB
1455, was another election case where the
Board set aside the results of an election
on the theory that an employer's speech con-
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tained promises of benefit to the employees
if the union lost the election. The employer
had told the employees that after the union
had lost an election conducted 2 years pre-
viously, the employer had recelved more con-
tracts for work because customers had confi-
dence in the company.

The Worth Manufacturing Company case,
134 NLREB 444, was decided by Members
Rodgers, Fanning, and Brown, holding that
an employer had restrained and coerced his
employees by telling them during an orga-
nizational campalgn that he would no longer
borrow money to build inventories and keep
his plant going because it seemed that the
employees did not appreciate his past efforts.

2. The cases discussed in 1963

The Dal Tex Optical Company case, 137
NLRB No. 189, was an election case where
the Board set aside the results because the
employer's speeches on election eve con-
tained threats and offers of benefit. In part,
the employer told his employees (1) that he
would fight the Board through the courts so
that “if the union wins, it don’t mean a
thing'; (2) that “I have made it a practice
of giving back in increased wages all effl-
clency galns during the year * * * do you
want to gamble all of these things? If I am
required by the court to bargain with this
union, whenever that may be, I will bargain
in good faith, but I will have to bargain on
a coldblooded business basis. You may come
out with a lot less than you have now., Why
gamble because agitators make wild promises
to you?” (3) “I am not afrald of a strike. It
won't hurt the company. I will replace the
strikers. They will lose all their benefits.”

Plochman and Harrison Cherry Lane Foods,
Ine., 140 NLRB No, 11, was another declsion
wherein the Board set aside the results of
the election, this time because the employer
had an election eve captive audlence show-
ing of a film, “And Women Must Weep.”
The purport of the film is, as the Board
found, “that all unions are irresponsible or-
ganizations and that a vote for union rep-
resentation is a vote for strikes, violence, and
perhaps even murder.”

Union Carbide Chemicals Company, 138
NLRB 95, was a case where the particlpat-
ing Board members (Leedom, Fanning, and
Brown) held that the employer viclated his
employees' rights when during an organizing
campaign the employer in a series of pre-
pared speeches sald:

“Customers are buylng products on the
basis of prices, delivery and dependabil-
ity. * * * We have been told that we would
not continue to be the sole source of supply
iIf we become unionized due to the ever-
present possibility of a work stoppage due to
strikes or walkouts.”

The court of appeals disagreed and found
no coerclon in the speech,

In Oak Manufacturing Company, 141 NLRB
No. 121, the Board set aside the results of the
election because two preelectlon campaign
letters to the employees tended to engender
so much fear of reprisal as to render impos-
sible a ratlonal, uncoerced decision by the
employees. In part the employer sald, “We
can state categorically that the election of
district 122 will not bring about any increase
in your wages. In fact, the designation of
district 122 as bargaining agent would give
us strong argument for reducing wages, since
district 122 ordinarily agrees to lower wages
than you are already being paid. District
122 cannot and will not obtain any wage in-
crease for you. * * * There is no such thing
as taking a chance with a union. Once you
have voted a union in, the union is virtually
impossible to get rid of, and all the problems
that unions can bring are yours. Unions
have even been known to call long, bitter,
and violent strikes for the apparent purpose
of preventing employees from voting them
out.”
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C. THE SECTION 8 (D) (7) BLACKMAIL PICKETING
CASES

1. The cases discussed in 1962

Calumet Coniractors, 133 NLRB No. 512
(1961), was a case where the Board held that
union picketing to protest substandard area
employment practices did aot violate the
provisions of section 8(b) (4) (C), which pro-
hibit picketing where an objective thereof is
to force an employer to recognize or bargain
with a labor organization as the representa-
tive of his employees.

Calumet Contractors more appropriately
belongs under the section 8(b) (4) secondary
boycott cases, as indicated above, but it was
discussed in the context of section 8(b) (7)
blackmail picketing cases by Mr, GRIFFIN.

The Board reasoned that the union objec-
tive of improving area standards could be
achieved without the employer either bar-
gaining with or recognizing the union.

In the Houston Building and Construction
Trades Council case, 136 NLRB 321 (1962),
the Board applied the Calumet Contractors
finding to an 8(b)(7) situation, ie., the
Board held that “area standards” plcketing
does not necessarily fall within the prohibi-
tion of section 8(b)(7), which makes it
unlawful for a union to picket an employer
where an object thereof is forcing or requir-
ing an employer to recognize or bargain with
a labor organization.

In Bachman Furniture, 134 NLRB 670, the
Board similarly held that union picketing did
not violate the prohibitions of section 8(b)
(7) when the conceded purpose of the picket~
ing was to “punish’ the employer for his
unfair labor practices in a situation where
the union had ceased any interest in rep-
resenting the employees of the picketed
employer.

Here the truckdrivers for a department
store asked the Teamsters Union to represent
them. The union petitioned for an election
and was defeated in the election when the
employer gave an illegal 30-percent wage in-
crease on election eve. Two years later, the
fruckdrivers again came to the union, the
union again requested recognition, the em-
ployer again defeated the union in an NLRB
election by an illegal 30-percent increase.
The union thereupon picketed the depart-
ment store with signs telling the story, “for
the satisfaction in a labor-conscious com-
munity of letting people know" about Bach-
man’s activities.

Blinne Construction Company, 135 NLRB
1153 (1962), involved the construction of
section 8(b) (7)(C), which makes it unlaw-
ful for a union to picket an employer to
obtain recognition for beyond a reasonable
period not to exceed 30 days without peti-
tioning for an NLRB election.

Here, the three common laborers joined
the union, the union requested recognition,
the employer fired all the employees and
replaced them, and the unlon picketed for
more than 30 days without petitioning for
an election. The union contended that the
so-called blackmall picketing prohibition
was not intended to apply to plcketing by
“majority unions.” The Board rejected this
contention, holding that it is necessary for
a majority union to file the election petition
to protect itself from the prohibitions of the
act.

The Board agreed, however, with the union
that there is no need to file the petition for
an election when there are outstanding un-
fair labor practice charges against the em-
ployer, charging him with refusal to bar-
galn. The Board's theory was that the
election and the refusal to bargain charges
involve the self-same issues and that there-
fore the filing of one excuses the filing of
the other.

Crown Cafeteria, 135 NLRB 1183 (1962),
involved the construction of the so-called
publicity proviso of section 8(b) (7)(C), le.,
the provision that “nothing in this subpara-
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graph shall be construed to prohibit any
picketing or other publicity for the purpose
of truthfully advising the public (including
consumers) that an employer does not em-
ploy members or have a contract with a
labor tion.” The Board held that
“publicity picketing” was protected, even
when the objective of the picketing was to
force an employer to recognize or bargain
with the picketing union. They read the
act as authorizing publicity picketing only
when the objective was not to require the
employer to recognize or bargain with the
picketing union.
2. The cases discussed in 1963

Barker Brothers Corporation and Golds,
Ine., 138 NLRB 544 (1962) involved the in-
terpretation of the limitation on the publie-
ity proviso; i.e., that the publicity picketing
can continue only until “an effect of such
picketing is to induce any individual em-
ployed by any other person in the course of
his employment not to pick up, deliver or
transport any goods or not to perform any
service.” The Board held in Barker that it
is not every lsolated refusal to cross the
picket line that can deprive the picketing
union of its right to truthfully advise the
public that their employer does not have
a contract with the picketing union. The
Board held that it is only when the picketing
has “disrupted, interfered with, or curtailed
the employer’'s business” that the publicity
proviso loses its effectiveness.

Jay Jacobs Down Town, Inc., 140 NLRB 127,
involved union picketing for recognition
which took the form of truthfully advising
the public that the employer did not have
a contract with a union. Despite repeated
efforts by the union to insure that deliveries
would not be curtailed, there were a few
isolated situations where they were curtailed.
Applying the Crown and Barker Brothers
decisions, the Board held that this picketing
could not be enjoined.

D. THE SUBCONTRACTING CASES

These cases have to do with section 8(d)
of the act, which requires employer and un-
ion to bargain collectively and in good faith
“with respect to wages, hours, and other
terms and conditions of employment.”

In 1963, Messrs. LaNpRUM and GRIFFIN dis-
cussed three cases in which they assert the
Labor Board has extended the statutory
term “other terms and conditions of em-
ployment” to the breaking point.

In Fibreboard Paper Products Corp. 138
NLRB No. 67 (1962), the employer uni-
laterally subcontracted its maintenance work
for economic reasons without first negotiat-
ing with the duly designated bargaining
agent of its employees over its decision to do
80. Relying upon its recent decision in
Town and Country Manufacturing Co., 136
NLRB No. 11, the Board held that the de-
cision to subcontract work does concern
“conditions of employment" within the stat-
utory sense.

The Renton News case, 136 NLRB 1204
(1662), presents a similar situation, where
the Board held that the employer news-
paper violated the act by refusing to bar-
galn with the union before it changed its
methods of operation by contracting out its
composition work and firing its own com-
posing room employees.

In American Manufacturing Co. of Tezas,
139 NLRB b7 (1962), the Board similarly held
that the employer violated the bargaining re-
guirements of the act when he closed down
his trucking operations and had the work
done by outside contractors.

I wish to thank the gentleman from
Illinois for his contribution. He did a
great deal of work on this subject, and I
think the results he achieved and the
continuing review he has been able to
conduct of the faults that he found in
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NLRB procedures at the time of his in-
vestigation serves to reemphasize the
validity of carefully considered and
thorough committee investigations into
problems of this nature. I wish fo re-
peat my earlier invitation, that if those
who criticize the conduct of the Board
from the floor of the House have pro-
posals to change what they believe is
wrong, the thing for them to do is to in-
troduce legislation on that subject, and
the legislation will be referred to the ap-
propriate committee and subcommittee
where it will be considered by people who
have the best interests of the country
and of the Board at heart.

FIFTH OBSERVANCE OF CAPTIVE
NATIONS WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. DuLsk1l is
recognized for 25 minutes.

Mr. DULSKI, Mr. Speaker, next week
Americans across the country will be ob-
serving Captive Nations Week. July 14
to 20 will be the fifth such observance.
Since 1959, when the 86th Congress
passed the Captive Nations Week reso-
lution, the activities of the annual ob-
servance have grown in scope and depth.
From the President, the Governors of
our States, and the mayors of our cities,
proclamations are issued on the basis
of the resolution, urging our citizens to
devote themselves anew to the emanci-
pation and freedom of all captive na-
tions. Major cities such as New York,
Chicago and Buffalo have made the week
an official, citywide observance, and
many others are following suit.

While Captive Nations Week has be-
come a firm American institution, it
has also been a huge bone in EKhru-
shchev's throat. We cannot ever forget
the vehement reaction on the part of the
Russian dictator to Congress’ passage
of the resolution in July 1959. For
months on end Khrushchev denounced
and railed against Public Law 86-90.
Every year Moscow and its puppets decry
the observance and only this past Jan-
uary 23, the New Times, the Soviet Rus-
sian weekly, declared:

Is it not high time to discontinue the
Captive Nations Week in the United States?
That is just as much a dead horse as the
Hungarian question.

There is nothing that Khrushchev de-
sires more at this time than the com-
plete acquiescence of the United States
and the free world to the permanent
captivity of the nations of central Eu-
rope, the U.S.S.R., and Asia. Captive
Nations Week and all that each observ-
ance produces in thought and discus-
sion regarding America’s positive role in
the cold war is a major impediment to
Moscow’s goal. The resolution itself is
a permanent portrait—a mirror if you
will—of the Soviet Russian colonial em-
pire which Moscow and its puppets seek
to conceal from the world at large.

I feel certain the American people will
never acquiesce to Moscow’s empire.
Nor will they buy the currently peddled
notion that for a dubious peace we must
accommodate Ehrushchev and his colo-
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nial empire. On the contrary, during
this fifth observance of Captive Nations
Week, the American people will respond
to the theme of the week: “Liberate
Cuba—To Restore the Faith in All Cap~
tive Nations—To Win the Cold War.”
All the captive nations constitute a stra-
tegic weapon for us in the cold war. To
foolishly ignore or neglect them would
mean to discard this basic weapon to the
manifest benefit of Soviet Russian im-
perio-colonialism.

Mr. Speaker, as Americans across the
Nation prepare for this fifth observance,
they would do well to read carefully
again Public Law 86-90. I, therefore,
request that the text of the Captive Na-
tions Week resolution be printed after
my remarks, I also ask that the follow-
ing material prepared by the National
Captive Nations Committee, which has
guided the week’s observances since 1959,
be printed in the given order: “What
You Can Do To Implement the Captive
Nations"Week Resolution, Public Law No.
86-90""; ‘“‘Select Source Material From
the ConGREsSIONAL REcoRrD on U.S. Cap-
tive Nations Week 1960-63"; “Kennedy
Asked for Leadership in Fifth Captive
Nations Week Observance”; “The Text
of President Kennedy's Captive Nations
Week Proclamation,” issued July 5, 1963,
following our own Independence Day; a
message of praise sent to the President
by Dr. Lev E. Dobriansky of Georgetown
University, and chairman of the National
Captive Nations Committee; and a mes-
sage to Members of Congress sent by the
National Captive Nations Committee,
pointing out the theme of the 1963 week
and certain proposals for U.S. cold war
strategy.

5.J. Res. 111
Joint resolution providing for the designa-
tion of the third week of July as “Captive

Nations Week"

Whereas the greatness of the United States
is in large part attributable to its having
been able, through the democratic process,
to achieve a harmonious national unity of
its people, even though they stem from the
most diverse of racial, religious, and ethnic
backgrounds; and

Whereas this harmonious unification of the
diverse elements of our free society has led
the people of the United States to possess
a warm understanding and sympathy for
the aspirations of peoples everywhere and
to recognize the natural interdependency of
the peoples and nations of the world; and

Whereas the enslavement of a substantial
part of the world’s population by Commu-
nist imperialism makes a mockery of the
idea of peaceful coexistence between nations
and constitutes a detriment to the natural
bonds of understanding between the people
of the United States and other peoples; and

Whereas since 1918 the imperialistic and
aggressive policies of Russian communism
have resulted in the creation of a vast em-
pire which poses a dire threat to the secu-
rity of the United States and of all the free
peoples of the world; and

‘Whereas the imperialistic policies of Com-
munist Russia have led, through direct and
indirect aggression, to the subjugation of
the national independence of Poland, Hun-
gary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslovakia,
Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Rumania,
East Germany, Bulgaria, mainland China,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgla, North Korea,
Albania, Idel-Ural, Tibet, Cossackia, Turke-
stan, North Vietnam, and others; and

Whereas these submerged nations look to
the United Btates, as the citadel of human
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freedom, for leadership in bringing about
their lberation and independence and in
restoring to them the enjoyment of their
Christian, Jewish, Moslem, Buddhist, or
other religious freedoms, and of thelr indi-
vidual liberties; and

Whereas 1t is vital to the national security
of the United States that the desire for
liberty and independence on the part of the
peoples of these conquered nations should
be steadfastly kept alive; and

Whereas the desire for liberty and inde-
pendence by the overwhelming majority of
the people of these submerged nations con-
stitutes a powerful deterrent to war and one
of the best hopes for a just and lasting peace;
and

Whereas 1t 1s fitting that we clearly mani-
fest to such peoples through an appropriate
and official means the historic fact that the
people of the United States share with them
their aspirations for the recovery of their
freedom and independence: Now, therefore,
be 1t

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
of the United States is authorized. and re-
quested to issue a proclamation designating
the third week in July 1959 as “Captive Na-
tions Week” and inviting the people of the
United States to observe such week with
appropriate ceremonles and activities. The
President is further authorized and requested
to lssue a similar proclamation each year
until such time as freedom and independence
shall have been achieved for all the captive
nations of the world.

Approved July 17, 1959.

WaHAT YoUu Can Do To IMPLEMENT THE CAPTIVE
Nations WEEK RESOLUTION, Pusric Law
No., 86-980

1. Obtaln coples of Public Law No. 86-90
from the BSuperintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office, Washington 25,
D.C. (Single copies may be obtained from
your Congressman.) Distribute to Iinter-
ested friends.

2. Form a local captive nations commit-
tee in your community composed of leaders
in the fields of religion, business, colleges,
and universities, civic and fraternal orga-
nizations, veterans groups, women’'s clubs,
and of course your city and State officials.

3. Have your committee appoint members
to subcommittees to handle specific func-
tions and have these functions well defined
to avoid duplication of effort (e.g., finance,
speakers, publicity, advertising, rally, parade,
church services, public displays in hotels and
stores, civic-service-fraternal organizations,
women’s clubs, veterans groups, schools,
youth groups, essay contest).

4. Brief all members of committee on Cap-
tive Nations Week resolution, past Presi-
dential proclamations, 1963 week theme,
scope of observance in your community.

5. Advise your BSenator, Governor, and

n of your plans and progress
and invite their attendance (as speakers if
you desire) .

6. Call on your Governor and mayor to
issue State and local Captive Natlons Week
proclamations well ahead of the week (July
14-20, 1963).

7. Set date or dates for major highlights
of week (rally, breakfast, dinner, etc.), select
speaker or speakers desired, and issue invita-
tions to selected speakers.

8. Decide on method of fundraising to sup-
port program and have finance committee
immediately start fundraising program.

0. Have subcommittee on church services
contact local churches, synagogues, and
mosques requesting that one day of the week
be dedicated to the captive nations with
appropriate services and prayers.

10. Have publicity subcommittee send
press releases, background material and sug-
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gested editorials to local newspapers and
radio and television stations. Try to ar-
range for participation of committee mem-
bers on local radio-TV programs.

11. Have publicity and advertising sub-
committees plan and carry out effective pro-
gram to ensure communitywide attendance
at functions.

12. Upon the conclusion of the week's cere-
monies, write a report on your activities and
send it, together with clippings, releases, etc.,
to the National Captive Nations Committee,
suite 107, 1000 16th Street NW. Washing-
ton 6, D.C., for inclusion in committee’s na-
tional report. Your cooperation in this re-
gard will be deeply appreclated.

SELECT SOURCE MATERIAL FroM THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD ON U.S. CaPTIVE NATIONS
WEeEE, 196063
(The CoNGRESSIONAL REcORD may be ob-

tained at your local library or by writing

to the Superintendent of Documents, Gov-

ernment Printing Office, Washington, D.C.)
1. “The Captive Nations Week Resolution,”

volume 106, part 1, pages 1032-1037.

2. “Freedom,” volume 108, part 13, pages
17674-17694.

3. “Captive Natlons Week,” volume 107,
part 8, pages 10418-10421.

4, “Captive Nations Week Committee,”
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EKENNEDY ASKED FOR LEADERSHIP IN FrFrH
CapTive Nations WEEK OBSERVANCE

WasHINGTON, D.C., June 21 —President
Eennedy was asked today to lead the Nation
in the fifth Captive Nations Week ol:servance
by departing from “established procedure.”
In an appeal for an early Presidential procla-
mation and one stressing the need for popu-
lar study of all the captive nations, the
National Captive Nations Committee held
that the procedure of previous years has
created the widespread impression that “our
Government seeks to play down the week for
fear of how Ehrushchev and his puppets
would react.” Captive Natlons Week falls
on July 14-20,

Following up the appeals made for an
early proclamation by several Senators and
Congressmen, Dr. Lev E. Dobriansky, chair-
man of the committee and professor of eco-
nomics at Georgetown University, stated that
an early proclamation would dispel this im-
pression. Senators Dovcras, HUMPHREY, Jav-
Irs, KEATING, and LAUscHE have recelved
White House replies declaring that there are
“no plans to depart from the established
procedure this year.” A similar reply was
sent to Congressmen DerRwINsKI, DULSKI,
Froop, and StrarroN. The “established pro-
cedure,” accor to NCNC, “has meant a
late Friday afternoon issuance (2 days be-
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fore the week) and submerged by some cho-
sen major news item.”

The President was also urged to under-
write in the proclamation the need for popu-
lar study of all the captive nations in order
to “advance immeasurably our country’s in-
terests in cold-war education.” Dobriansky
stated these “interests are not helped, for
example, when our Secretary of State states
the U.S.S.R. is ‘a historical state,’ and Ar-
menia, Georgia, and Ukralne are ‘traditional
parts’ of this empire, followed by a sharp
contradiction by our U.N. Ambassador.” The
Rusk views were expressed in August 1961 in
a letter to Congress, in which he stated his
reasons for believing that the Congress
should not establish a Special Committee on
Captive Nations. Stevenson's view was given
in the U.N. in November 1961.

The NCNC appeal to the President also
pointed out that “these vital Interests are
not served by the myth provided by one of
your advisers for your recent American Uni-
versity address, wherein you stated that ‘no
nation in the history of battle ever suffered
more than the Russians suffered in the
course of the Second World War.”” Dobrian-
sky observed that it is “a matter of scholarly
record that the heaviest brunt of the Nazl
invasion was suffered, both in lives and
treasure, by the captive non-Russian nations
of Byelorussia, Ukraine, Lithuania, Cossackia,
and North Caucasia.”

“Like the Irish,” he sald, “these non-Rus-
slan nations in the U.S.5.R. will resist every
misguided attempt to submerge their na-
tional identities and the truth of their suf-
ferings under an imperialistic-colonial yoke.”
He added, “We cannot hope to win the cold
war on the basis of anything but truth and
well-founded action.”

CAPTIVE NATIONS PROCLAMATION

The text of President Eennedy's Captive
Nations Week proclamation, issued yester-
day: “Whereas by a joint resolution approved
July 17, 1959, the Congress has authorized
and requested the President of the United
States of America to issue a proclamation,
designating the third week in July 1959 as
Captive Nations Week, and to issue a similar
proclamation each year until such time as
freedom and independence shall have been
achieved for all the captive nations of the
world and

“Whereas the cause of human rights and
dignity remains a universal aspiration and

“Whereas justice requires the elemental
right of free choice and

“Whereas this Nation has an abiding com-
mitment to the principles of national self-
determination and human freedom.

“Now, therefore, I, John F. Kennedy, Presi-
dent of the United States of America, do
hereby designate the week beginning July
14, 1963, as Captive Nations Week.

“I invite the people of the United States
of America to observe this week with appro-
priate ceremonies and activities, and I urge
them to give renewed devotion to the just
aspirations of all people for national in-
dependence and human liberty.

“In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the seal of the United
States of Ameriea to be affixed.”

THE PRESIDENT,
Summer White House,
Hyannis Port, Mass.

DeAr Mr. PRESIDENT: Your early proclama-
tion of the 1963 Captive Nations Week draws
our most enthusiastic prailse and gratitude.
I cannot thank you enough for your favor-
able response to our urgings over the past
2 months for an early proclamation. In com-
parison with previous ones, this proclama-
tion we hall as being unique on two counts:
(1) Its early issuance, Inspiring Americans
across the Nation to make this fifth observ-
ance the most meaningful yet; and (2) its
stress on “the just aspirations of all people
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for national independence and human lib-
erty,” which means the captive non-Russian
nations in the U.8.8.R. such as Armenia,
Georgla, Ukraine, Turkestan, and others, as
well as those in central Europe and Asia.
Your proclamation unquestionably advances
our peoples’ understanding of Public Law
86-90.
With all good wishes.
Bincerely,
Lev E. DOBRIANSKY,
Chairman, National Captive
Nations Commitice.
Jury 5, 1963.

Dear FrIEND oF WorrLp FrEeEpOM: Dur-
ing July 14-20 Americans across the Na-
tion will celebrate the fifth observance of
Captive Nations Week. We urge your join-
ing them with an address on the occaslon
in Congress.

Provided by Public Law 86-90, the week
has developed into a veritable institution
symbolizing America’s determination to ad-
vance the llberation of all captive nations
in the interest of our own survival. With
your generous support this committee has
nurtured this institution so that today Gov-
ernors and mayors throughout the country
are proclaiming the week in behalf of their
constituents.

Fortunately, millions of our citizens recog-
nize these essential facts: (1) Since 1959 the
one great goal of Soviet Russian cold war
maneuvering has been the growing acquies-
cence of Americans to the permanence of
Moscow’s vast empire; (2) similar to old im-
perial Russian techniques, the spurious call
for “peaceful coexistence” and the calculat-
ed spread of nuclearitis In this country have
produced phenomenal success for Moscow
as we witness those in high places as well
as low seeking an accommodation with this
barbaric empire, attempting to play down the
captive nations because its truths would ir-
ritate EKhrushchev, justifying cold war in-
action with the false doctrine of mellow-
ism in the U.S.S.R., and on the basis of the
empire’'s present confiicts creating the illu-
sion that we are winning the cold war; and
(3) the nationalism reflected in the party
rivalries throughout the empire is the prime
result of a whole decade of captive nations’
opposition to Moscow’s imperio-colonial rule,
in Poland as well as Georgia, iIn Rumania as
well as Ukraine, in Red China as well as Tur-
kestan.

Nothing would serve Moscow’s cold war
ambitions more than our neglect of the
more than 2 dozen captive nations—the ul-
timate source of its present empire troubles
and also the most strategic instrument in
our arsenal of cold war weapons. We are to-
day committing many grave sins of omis-
sion in the cold war, for which we shall
unquestionably pay heavily later, but be-
yond all rationality is the thought of allow-
ing the avowed enemy a “breather” to put
his empire in order and strengthen it for
further thrusts against the free world.

What can we do? This favorite guestion
of timid inactionists, who with nuclearitic
fear instantly invoke the robotic Moscow-
made answer “it may lead to war,” has been
answered concretely a hundredfold. The
theme of the 1963 week is: “Liberate Cuba—
To Restore the Faith in All Captive Natlons—
To Win the Cold War.” Cuba, the latest in
the roster of captive nations, can be liber-
ated if we revive the Kersten amendment
to the past Mutual Security Act and apply
it thoroughly to Cuba.

At this stage of the cold war, when Mos-
cow can i1l afford a hot global one, we can
also proceed with the following: (1) To ex-
pose the last remaining colonial empire, place
heavy emphasis on the captive nations by
establishing a Special House Committee on
the Captive Nations; (2) to put into effect
the Presldent’s recent suggestion for a re-
examination of our views toward the USSR.,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

open up for public discussion the captivity
of the dozen captive non-Russian nations
in the U.8.8R.; (3) to advance U.S. cold war
education, create the Freedom Commission
and Academy; and (4) to focus free world
and U.S. understanding on the real nature
of the enemy, move for a full-scale debate
in the United Nations on Soviet Russian im-
perio-colonialism. Our failure to at least
start with these few proposals would justify
ralsing the question, “Who will be mnext
on the long list of captive nations?”

In appreciation of your contribution to
the most impressive week yet and with best
wishes.

Sincerely,
Lev E. DOBRIANSKY,
Chairman.

PIECEMEAL BIPARTISANSHIP IS
UNWOREKABLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Larrp] is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, at periodie,
almost predictable intervals, the issue of
bipartisanship receives a great deal of
attention in the Nation’s press. We can
all recall the many editorials that ap-
peared during last year’'s election cam-
paign to the effect that foreign policy
should not be an issue. This adminis-
tration has displayed an almost uncanny
ability to appeal to the hallowed bipar-
tisan tradition once an action in the for-
eign policy field has been completed.
This same administration is strangely
silent, however, when the negotiations
or plans affecting a future action in this
field are first initiated.

This is such a period, Mr. Speaker.
High level negotiations are slated to be-
gin in Moscow in the very near future.
The minority has not been consulted.
The minority has not been invited to
participate. The minority has not been
invited to observe.

Yet, who can doubt that if a test ban
agreement is reached, bipartisan support
will be persuasively suggested, widely
requested and finally, in “the national
interest,” righteously demanded.

Mr. Speaker, a tradition as sacred as
the bipartisan tradition does not die
easily, even when abused by one party or
the other. It has worked successfully in
the past. The sheer momentum of that
success has sustained its operation over
the last 2 years. But that momentum is
faltering. Bipartisanship will die un-
less the present administration reverses
its practice and commits itself to con-
sistent, not piecemeal bipartisanship.

I choose my words carefully. ‘“Piece-
meal bipartisanship” means selective bi-
partisanship. It means bipartisanship
dictated by only one party to the so-
called agreement. It refers to the exist-
ing state of affairs in which the present
administration determines when, where,
and whether the bipartisan principle will
apply. The “when” in present circum-
stances usually occurs only after nego-
tiations have been completed and the
action already taken. Thus, by present
definitions formulated by the current
Executive, the minority party essentially
serves only as a rubber stamp.

In the final analysis, this practice is
far worse than the controversial news
management policies of the administra-
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tion. This practice, in effect, involves
destiny management. It becomes a case
of the Executive arrogating to itself the
sole prerogative of determining what our
actions should be. This destiny manage-
ment bypasses the traditional role of the
Congress and the American people. It
denies them the meaningful voice they
once had in the formulation of consen-
s;:ls concerning major foreign policy ac-
tion.

In Cuba, prior to last October's con-
frontation, all attempts by the minority
to call for a blockade or a quarantine or
any other action, were subjected to a
massive administration-inspired barrage
of warmongering charges. No minor-
ity proposal—and there have been
many—has been afforded serious con-
sideration by the present directors of
our destiny. Yet, when the President
finally was forced to act because of the
intolerable threat posed by the Russian
missiles, there was a loud call for bi-
partisanship. At that time, an election
was only a few short weeks away. Also
at that time, many of us in the minority
felt the President’s action was too little
and too late. Nevertheless, in the spirit
of the bipartisan tradition, the minority
party rallied to the support of the
President’s action.

This one-sided tolerance on the part
of the minority, Mr. Speaker, will not
last forever. This Lallowed tradition
we hear so much about is a two-way
street. And it is about time we started
traveling in two directions on that street.

Consider the Laotian disaster. That
unfortunate country has been written off
by the administration. When Laos
finally goes completely, all of southeast
Asia will most probably follow as a mat-
ter of course.

At the time of the Geneva accords on
Laos, I addressed an urgent letter to the
Secretary of State, Dean Rusk. It was
answered by the principal architect of
the disastrous Laos accords, Averell Har-
riman. The exchange of correspond-
ence between Mr. Harriman and myself
on the subject of the Geneva accords on
the neutrality of Laos appears on pages
6376 to 6379 of the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp of this year.

For all intents and purposes, Mr.
Speaker, the grave misgivings expressed
in my correspondence and the equally
grave misgivings expressed by large
numbers of my colleagues in the Con-
gress were ignored. The usual answer a
member of the minority hears when he
expresses misgivings about foreign pol-
iey actions is that we must unite behind
g;a President in a spirit of bipartisan-

p.

This commitment to a piecemeal bi-
partisanship on the part of the present
administration is unworkable. The
minority party cannot fulfill its obliga-
tions to the 48 percent of the American
electorate it represents by conceding to
the Executive the right to exercise a
diseriminatory, selective bipartisanship
whenever it is deemed necessary or
desirable.

The minority party’s good will and
docile tolerance of such practices is not
inexhaustible, Mr. Speaker. A display of
good will and good faith is necessary on
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both sides of a cooperative relationship.
Such a display has been sorely lacking
in recent years.

Was the minority consulted, for exam-
ple, prior to the decision to withdraw our
Thor and Jupiter missiles from Italy
and Turkey? The minority was not.

Was the minority consulted prior to
our decision to scrap Skybolt or to estab-
lish a multinational nuclear force? The
minority was not.

Was the advice or concurrence of the
minority sought before the United States
decided passively to accept the recogni-
tion of the Kadar regime's credentials
by the United Nations? It was not.

Was the advice or concurrence of the
minority sought before President Ken-
nedy announced at American University
on June 10 a test moratorium on atmos-
pheric testing? Predictably, no.

Was the minority informed of the ad-
ministration’s plans to hold high level
talks in Moscow for the purpose of nego-
tiating a test ban? Was the minority
invited to participate in these talks?
Was the minority extended the courtesy
of sending an observer to these talks?
In every case, the answer is no. In too
many other cases as well, the answer
would also be no.

Mr. Speaker, Under Secretary of State
Averell Harriman and Deputy Director
of the Arms Control Agency, Adrian
Fisher, have been chosen by the Presi-
dent to represent the United States in
the upcoming test-ban talks in Moscow.
These men certainly are not the best
negotiators the United States could have
chosen. Mr. Harriman is the principal
architect of our disastrous Laotian
policy. In effect, he negotiated away
that southeast Asian country.

Yet, can the President sincerely expect
the minority party, having consistently
ignored its counsels, having repeatedly
rebuffed its advice, and having contfin-
ually refused it a role, either as partici-
pant or observer in these major deci-
sions—can the President sincerely expect
that the minority will continue to display
bipartisan support when it has been
denied bipartisan participation? I think
not, Mr. Speaker.

If the President and the majority
party are sincerely interested in obtain-
ing bipartisan support for a test ban
agreement and for future U.S. action in
other areas of foreign policy, let the ad-
ministration demonstrate its good faith.
Let it begin now to couple its demand
for bipartisan support with equally im-
passioned attempts to provide bipartisan
participation in the early stages of ma-
jor actions.

For the forthcoming test ban negotia-
tions in Moscow, let any treaty or agree-
ment come under bipartisan sponsorship.
A member of the minority should be
invited by the administration to partici-
pate—or at least to serve as an ob-
server—at these discussions. Continued
abuse of the bipartisan tradition by
this administration can only result in
the final and irrevocable breakdown of
that tradition.

It is my hope that the administration
will cease placing obstacles in the way of
the true exercise of bipartisanship by
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permitting the minority to participate in
discussion as well as in final support.

The upcoming test ban negotiations in
Moscow would be a good place for the
administration to demonstrate its good
faith in the true concept of bipartisan-
ship. It is my sincere hope it will do so.

It is my suggestion that the ranking
minority member of the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy, the Honorable
Crarc HosMmER, who is also the chairman
of a special subcommittee on nuclear
testing appointed by Representative
GeraLD Forp, chairman of the Repub-
lican conference, be appointed by the
President to serve as a minority observer
at these most important discussions in
Moscow.

OUR “FRIEND” GREAT BRITAIN?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. Rocers] is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
we have all heard the saying “Save me
from my friends.” Today the United
States could say this about our “friend”
Great Britain,

The State Department has announced
that protest has been made to Britain
that the British Isle of Grand Cayman
is being used by Cuba as a base to pass
agents out of Cuba into Central America,
;board British owned and operated air-

nes.

It has come to my attention through
published reports that vital American
automotive parts and other supplies may
be reaching Castro’s Cuba through the
same island in the Caribbean.

These reports say that break linings,
batteries, bearings, spark plugs, copper
tubing, and other parts are loaded from
Florida ports in quantities that would
permit total reequipment of all vehicles
on Grand Cayman every 15 days, with
parts left over.

Grand Cayman is a small island, with
a population of a little over 5,000 people
located midway between Jamaica and the
Cuban Isle of Pines. Reports indicated
that shipments manifested for Grand
Cayman on tramp steamers are actually
shipped into Cuba directly or on smaller
boats. The last calendar year figures
available for automotive equipment and
parts show that in 1961, 61,042 pounds
were shipped into Grand Cayman from
the port of Tampa, Fla. In 1962 this al-
most doubled, to 103,089 pounds. And
this is just from one Florida port. Auto
parts are vital to Castro, as replacements
for the equipment in Cuba when he
seized power. Most of them must be of
American make.

Free world shipping directly to Cuba
continues at a high rate. Our “friend”
Britain continues to lead the list of free
world nations allowing its ships to trade
with Communist Cuba.

This week at a hearing conduected by
the Armed Forees Investigations Sub-
committee of the House it was disclosed
that the British have been building fish-
ing trawlers for Russia. As we all know,
Russian fishing trawlers have been in-
vading our historical fishing grounds all
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along our coastline. New England, the
Pacific Northwest, and Florida have been
particularly aware of these Russian
moves. At this same hearing, witnesses
admitted that the trawler fleet may well
be engaged in other activity prejudicial
to the security of the United States.

Now it may be beyond the great in-
fluence of our State Department to dis-
courage the British from building trawl-
ers for Russia. It may not be possible
for the State Department to ask Britain
to stop trading with Castro. We may be
thankful, however, that the State De-
partment has asked Britain to please not
permit Castro to export agents through
Grand Cayman. We may be hopeful
that they will look into shipping to and
through Grand Cayman.

In almost every case regarding our
Cuban difficulties, we end up at the State
Department. They are not particularly
concerned about the Russian trawlers,
even though these are actually operating
in our territorial waters. They are un-
able to stop free world shipping fo Cuba.
They are unable to get strong OAS ac-
tion against Cuba, and at the same time
unable to get the UN. to stop giving
assistance to Cuba. Last weekend we
were greeted with the happy news that
State was at last ready to act. But the
only action taken seems to be that Cuban
funds in this country have been frozen.

Similar action by OAS member na-
tions, however, would be of help, but no
word of such action.

Mr. Speaker, the day has come when
we must ask our friends and allies in
Britain for some cooperation. And we
might at the same time hope for more
pressing action from our own State
Department.

It may be that Britain has just lost
interest in this hemisphere. Her posses-
sions here have been decreasing, as have
her responsibilities. She gives indication
she would like to withdraw further.
There is a responsibility, however, to us.

We have stood ready to assist Great
Britain anywhere in the world—we
should expect no less from her. We are
not asking her to go to war, to risk the
lives of British subjects or territory. We
are asking for cooperation. Cooperation
forbidding the use of British possessions
to Castro and his agents. Cooperation
forbidding British shipping to enemies of
the freedom of the republics of this
hemisphere.

We have been asking for this coopera-
tion for months—yea, even years. It has
not been forthcoming.

Perhaps our State Department has not
been voicing the views of the American
people clear enough to the foreign office
in London. But the British people
should be told that the American people
are disappointed, and they are growing
angry. This feeling will find ways of
expressing itself loudly enough to be
heard—even in Britain.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I would be
;:iellg'hfved to yield to the gentleman from

owa.

Mr. GROSS. I assume this is the
same Great Britain who now has the
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benefit of a moratorium on the payment
of its just loan made by this country
to Britain? Some $4 billion has been
under a moratorium for several years,
a moratorium enacted by Congress. Is
the treatment that we get for permitting
them not to pay their debts, no principal,
no interest on several billion dollars of
debts? Is this our recompense?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I agree
with the gentleman. This seems to be
the feeling in Britain, at least as has
been expressed in their recent actions,
certainly. There does not seem to be
an understanding that friendship is a
two-way street, but, rather that we must
perform all the actions of friendship.
However, when we expect some coopera-
tion to keep out communism from this
hemisphere we cannot even get Britain
to stop sending its ships carrying Soviet
goods, oil and other products, into Cuba.
We now find they have been allowing
agents to pass throughout their posses-
sions to go all over South America
spreading subversion and communism.
We can go right down the line citing
item after item, even to the building of
Russian trawlers, which has not been
the act of a friendly nation in the inter-
est not only of ourselves but to the hemi-
sphere, and to all nations that profess
to uphold freedom.

Mr. GROSS. I want to compliment
the gentleman upon his persistence in
bringing to the attention of the House
of Representatives these matters affect-
ing Cuba and affecting this country and
matters of other foreign countries in
their dealings with Cuba. He has done
an excellent job and I compliment him.

I will say to the gentleman that next
week in the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs I certainly intend to offer an
amendment to the foreign aid authoriza-
tion bill providing that no aid of any
kind be given any nation which in any
way gives aid or comfort to the Commu-
nist Government of Cuba. I do not know
whether this amendment will be adopted
in committee, but certainly I will bring
it to the House floor, and I am sure if
the gentleman does not offer such an
amendment on the floor, I will do so.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I am grate-
ful to the gentleman for his comments
and for his interest in doing something
about the problem. I am particularly
pleased with his membership on the For-
eign Affairs Committee. I know it is
going to be most helpful and I might say
I certainly will support fully any amend-
ment that will cut off giving American
aid in any respect to any country which
in any way aids Cuba. It was my
amendment that was adopted to that ef-
fect by this House in the last bill.

I thank the gentleman.

URBAN RENEWAL—A CLOSER LOOK

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Smite of Iowa). Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Iowa
{Mr. KvL] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, the report
made to the Congress by the Comptroller
General relative to the Erieview urban
renewal project in Cleveland, Ohio,
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proves again that no further funds
should be made available for the urban
renewal program until the basic legisla-
tion is rewritten. Present law does not
include the kinds of specific criteria and
standards which can obviate the abomi-
nable administration now rampant from
coast to coast. I believe that a complete
investigation will reveal that in three-
fourths of the projects nationally, the
job which is done is not in accordance
with the plan which originally justified
the expenditures. I believe a full inves-
tigation will reveal irregularities, mis-
management, waste, and wrongdoing
which constitutes scandal of the first
magnitude.

The shortcomings in the Cleveland
Erieview project are pointed up by the
Comptroller’s report.

The full report of the Compitroller
should be studied with care. All over
the Nation, sound structures within proj-
ect areas have been declared substand-
ard because a portion of the building has
no rear exit or because the building does
not have a fire sprinkler system. If no
other excuses can be found for the
demolition of structures, the administra-
tors simply say the building is facing the
wrong way or its style is incompatible.

This incompatibility claim, ocea-
sionally justified, becomes almost ludi-
crous. Any casual tourist who visits
Southwest Washington's urban renewal
project has the opportunity to view the
urban renewal-type incompatibility—
the three-story concrete quonset hut
dwellings next to the high-rise glass
houses, which look out on the asphalt
roof and air-conditioning vents of the
shopping center below, next to the low-
rise public housing. But then, this in-
compatibility is new incompatibility.
Using present criteria, we could probably
justify a new urban renewal project in
Southwest Washington to remove the
new incompatible buildings.

I have today introduced a bill to pre-
vent in the Nation’s Capital the kind of
meaningless destruction which took place
in Cleveland, Ohio, in the Erieview Ur-
ban Renewal Project I. My bill incor-
porates a number of the recommenda-
tions made by the Comptroller General
of the United States in his report on the
Erieview project. In addition, I will
shortly take other steps looking toward
a complete investigation of urban re-
newal from coast to coast.

In the covering letter to his Cleveland
report the Compftroller General said;

The Urban Renewal Administration ap-
proved Federal grants of over $10 million and
Federal loans of over $33 million for large-
scale demolition in project I—Erieview, with-
out making an adequate examination of the
structural condition of the bulldings in the
project area to wverify that the extent of
clearance proposed by the city of Cleveland
was warranted.

The Urban Renewal Administration’s ap-
proval of the project was based on building
inspection reports, submitted by the city to
the Housing and Home Finance Agency's
Chiecago regional office, which classified 84,
or about T1 percent, of the 118 existing
bulldings in the project area as substandard
because of what the city considered to be
serlous bullding deficiencies. The Agency's
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records indicate that regional office person-
nel did not inspect the interiors of the
buildings in the project prior to the time
the Urban Renewal Administration author-
ized Federal assistance for the project.

Our review showed that only 24, or about
20 percent, of the buildings in the project
were substandard because of building defi-
ciencies which could not be corrected by
normal maintenance. The cited deficiencies
of the other 60 buildings were minor in na-
ture and could be corrected through normal
maintenance; these bulldings, therefore, did
not seem to be “substandard requiring clear-
ance,” pursuant to the Urban Renewal Ad-
ministration’s eligibility standards for clear-
ance. Inasmuch as (1) a relatively small
percentage of the buildings were structurally
substandard, (2) demolition is generally the
most expensive form of urban renewal treat-
ment, and (3) the intent of the urban re-
newal legislation is to encourage alternative
forms of urban renewal treatment, such as
rehabilitation and spot clearance, we believe
that, before approval, the Urban Renewal Ad-
ministration should have fully investigated
the situation to determine whether the ex-
tent of demolition proposed by the city was
warranted.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. DuLski, for 25 minutes, today.

Mr. Lamp, for 15 minutes, today, and
to revise and extend his remarks.

Mr. PeLLY, for 30 minutes, on Monday,
July 15.

Mr. Rivers of South Carolina (at the
request of Mr. ALBeErT), for 90 minutes,
on July 16, and to extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.

Mr. Froop (at the request of Mr.
Arpert), for 2 hours on Monday, July
15, on the subject of the fifth observance
of Captive Nations Week.

Mr. Rocers of Florida, for 10 minutes,
today.

Mr. KyvL (at the request of Mr. LaN-
GEN), for 10 minutes, today, and to revise
and extend his remarks.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. DULSKIL

Mr. O'NEeILL and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Hosmer and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. PooL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ScHWEIKER) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. ROBISON.

Mr. BERRY.

Mr, MATHIAS.

Mr. GROVER.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. Aipert) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. SENNER.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
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that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

HR.40. An act to assist the States to pro-
vide additional facilities for research at the
Btate agricultural experiment stations; and

HR.6681. An act to improve the active
duty promotion opportunity of Air Force offi-
cers from the grade of major to the grade
of lieutenant colonel.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S.1745. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the Atomic Energy Commission in
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for other
purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, bills
of the House of the following titles:

H.R. 40. An act to assist the States to pro-
vide additional facilities for research at the
State agricultural experiment stations; and

HR. 6681, An act to improve the active
duty promotion opportunity of Air Force offi-
cers from the grade of major to the grade of
lieutenant colonel.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 3 o’clock and 34 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, July 15, 1963, at
12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXTV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1028. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the delay by the District of Colum-
bia government in the development and im-
plementation of a medical assistance for the

ogram; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

1028. A letter from the President of the
Board of Commissioners of the District of
Columbia, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled “A bill to authorize the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia to
fix and collect rents for the occupancy of
space In, on, under, or over the streets of
the District of Columbia, to authorize the
closing of unused or unsafe vaults under
said streets and the correction of dangerous
conditions of vaults in or vault openings on
public space, and for other purposes”; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

1080. A letter from the President of the
Board of Commissioners of the District of
Columbia, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled “A bill to amend the District
of Columbia Traffic Act, 1025, as amended,
to increase the fee charged for learners’
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permits”; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

1081. A letter from the Chairman, the
U.S. Advisory Commission on Internati
Educational and Cultural Affairs, transmit-
ting a special report on American studies
abroad by the U.S. Advisory Commission on
International Educational and Cultural Af-
fairs, pursuant to Public Law 87-2566 (H. Doc.
No. 188); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. THORNBERRY: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 432. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 5171, a bill to authorize
the Administrator of the General Services
Administration to coordinate and otherwise
provide for the economic and efficlent pur-
chase, lease, maintenance, operation, and
utilization of electronic data processing
equipment by Federal departments and
agencies; without amendment (Rept. No.
539). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 433 Resolution for the
consideration of HR, 4807. A bill to repeal
subsection (d) of section 2388 of title 18
of the United States Code: without amend-
ment (Rept, No. 540). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Ju-
diclary. H.R. 6138. A bill to amend section
753(b) of title 28, United States Code, to
provide for the recorcing of proceedings in
the U.8. district courts by means of elec-
tronic sound recording as well as by short-
hand or mechanical means; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 549). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. FALLON: Committee on Public Works.
H.R. 7T185. A bill to amend various sectlons
of title 23 of the United States Code relating
to the Federal-ald Highway Systems; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 650). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

Mr. EIRWAN: Committee of conference.
H.R. 5279. A bill making appropriations for
the Department of Interior and related agen-
cles for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 5561). Or-
dered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SENNER: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 7019. A bill to provide further com-
pensation to Mrs. Johnson Bradley for cer-
tain land and improvements in the village
of Odanah, Wis., taken by the Federal Gov-
ernment; with amendment (Rept. No. 541).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
Houee,

Mr. LIBONATI: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 1532. A bill for the relief of
Herbert R. Schaff; without amendment
(Rept. No. 542). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. SENNER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 2724, A bill for the relief of Davey
Ellen Snider Siegel; with amendment (Rept.
No. 543). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.
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Mr. KING of New York: Committee on the
Judicliary. H.R. 2790. A bill for the relief
of Owen L. Green; with amendment (Rept.
No. 544). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
cilary. HR. 4145. A Dbill for the relief of
certain individuals; with amendment (Rept.
No. 545). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. SENNER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 4288. A Dbill for the relief of Mrs. M.
Orta Worden; with amendment (Rept. No.
548). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LIBONATI: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 5822, A Dbill for the rellef of
Theodore Zissu; without amendment (Rept.
No. 647). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. HR. 6377. A bill for the relief of
Sp56. Curtis Melton, Jr.; with amendment
(Rept. No. 548). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHEROOK:

HR.7492. A bill to amend the Antidump-
ing Act, 1921; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BARRY:
HR.7493. A bill to extend the time limi-
tation for filing claims under the provisions
of the War Claims Act Amendments of 1954;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr, BOGGS:

H.R.T7494. A bill to provide for the con-
trol of mosquitoes and mosquito vectors of
human disease through research, technical
assistance, and grants-in-ald for control proj-
ects; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DEROUNIAN:

HR.74956. A Dbill to amend the Social
Security Act to assist States and communi-
tles in preventing and combating mental
retardation through expansion and improve-
ment of the maternal and child health and
crippled children’s programs, through pro-
vision of prenatal, maternity, and infant care
for individuals with conditions associated
with childbearing which may lead to mental
retardation, and through planning for com-
prehensive action to combat mental retar-
dation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GRAY:

HR.T496, A bill to amend the Public
Works Acceleration Act to increase the au-
thorization for appropriations under that act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. HUDDLESTON:

H.R.7497. A bill to amend the Life Insur-
ance Act for the District of Columbia relating
to annual statements and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. LATRD (by request):

HR.7498. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the
definition of artificial lures, baits, and fiies
which are subject to the manufacturers
excise tax on sporting goods; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

H.R. 7499. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Air Force or his designee to convey
0.25 acre of land to the city of Oroville,
Calif.; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MILLER of California:

H.R.T7600. A bill to authorize appropria-

tions to the National Aeronautics and Space
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Administration for research and develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and admin-
istrative operations; and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Sclence and Astro-
nautics.

By Mr. MINISH:

H.R.7501. A bill to amend the Manpower
Development and Training Act of 1962; to
the Committee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. MOORHEAD:

H.R.7502. A bill to eliminate from appli-
cations for Federal employment any require-
ment that arrests in connection with peaceful
demonstrations for civil rights purposes
shall be reported therein; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. NELSEN:

H.R.'7503. A bill to amend section 1245 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1854 in order
to limit application of that section in the
case of the sale of an entire business or
farm; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. O'KONSKI:

HR.7604. A bill to amend the Public
Works Acceleration Act to increase the au-
thorization for appropriations under that
act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. PHILBIN:

H.R.T7505. A bill to authorize the disposal
without regard to the prescribed 6-month
waiting period, of certaln waterfowl feathers
and down from the national stockpile; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. POOL:

H.R.7508. A bill to establish and prescribe
the functions of the Federal Tax Commis-
slon; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. REID of New York:

H.R. 7507, A bill to prohibit discrimination
in apprenticeship and other training pro-
grams because of race, creed, color, national
origin, or ancestry; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado:

H.R.T508. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to establish jurisdiction and
venue for appeals from orders of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission in judicial ref-
erence cases; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. SCHWEIEER:

H.R.7500. A bill to establish an Office of
Community Affairs in the Executive Office of
the President; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. WALLHAUSER:

HR.7510. A bill to extend the postage
rates on library materials to films under 16
millimeters in size and film catalogs there-
of; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

HR.7511. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to allow the taxpayer
a deduction from gross income for medical,
legal, and related expenses incurred in con-
nection with the adoption of a child; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. CAREY:

HR.T512. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of Fire Island National Seashore,
in the State of New York, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

H.R. 7513, A bill making Columbus Day a
legal holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

H.R.7514. A bill to prevent the use of stop-
watches or other measuring devices in the
postal service; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. CURTIS:

H.R.T7515. A bill to broaden the scope of
the duties of the Commission on Civil Rights
to include investigations of vote frauds; to
the Committee on the Judiciary,

H.R. 7516. A bill to provide tax equity by
the taxatlon of cooperative corporations with
respect to earnings derived from business
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done for the United States or any of its
agencies; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, FULTON of Pennsylvania:

H.R, 7517. A bill to amend the Antidump-
ing Act, 1821; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr, HOSMER:

H.R. 7518. A bill to amend the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Act, to restrict the
application of that act to arms control, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

H.R.7519. A bill to incorporate the Pearl
Harbor Survivors Association, Inc., to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KYL:

H.R. 7520. A bill to transfer to the Board
of Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia certain powers and duties relating to ur-
ban renewal, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. LEGGETT:

H.R.7521. A bill to enforce the constitu-
tional right to vote, to confer jurisdiction
upon the district courts of the United States
to provide Injunctive rellef against diserim-
ination in public accommodations, to au-
thorize the Attorney General to institute
suits to protect constitutional rights in edu-
cation, to establish a Community Relations
Service, to extend for 4 years the Commis-
sion on Civil Rights, to prevent discrimina-
tion in federally assisted programs, to estab-
lish a Commission on Egqual Employment
Opportunity, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LESINSKI:

H.R.7522. A bill to simplify, modernize,
and consolidate the laws relating to the
employment of civilians in more than one
position and the laws concerning the clvillan
employment of retired members of the uni-
formed services, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr, PERKINS:

HR.7523. A bill to amend the Public
Works Acceleration Act to increase the au-
thorization for appropriations under that
act, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

By Mr, ROSENTHAL:

H.R.7524. A bill to amend section 102 of
the Forelgn Assistance Act of 1961 to provide
that production of or obtaining weapons for
aggression shall result in discontinuance of
any assistance from the United States; to the
Committee on Foreign Affalrs.

By Mr. WHITENER:

HR.T7525. A bill relating to crime and
criminal procedure in the District of Colum-
bia; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. CLARK:

HR.7526. A bill to amend the Public
Works Acceleration Act to increase the au-
thorization for appropriations under that
act, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

By Mr. DENT:

H.R.7527. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act in order to permit super-
visors to be considered as employees under
the provisions of such act, and for other pur-
ﬁm to the Committee on Education and

H.R.7528. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to increase benefits, to
reduce in certain cases the age which an in-
dividual must attain to qualify for spouse's
benefits, to reduce retirement age (with full
benefits for both men and women) to 60, to
reduce the outside earnings permitted with-
out deductions from benefits, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, DINGELL:

H.R. 7529. A bill to prevent the use of stop-
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postal service; to the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Clvil Service.
By Mr. DOWNING:

H.R.7530. A bill to amend the River and
Harbor Act of 1962 relating to Lynnhaven
Inlet, Bay, and connecting waters, Virginia;
to the Gommittee on Public Works,

¥y Mr. FRASER:

HR. 7531 A bill to amend the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Act in order to in-
crease the authorization for appropriations
and to modify the personnel security pro-
cedures for contractor employees; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. CAREY:

H. Con. Res. 193. Concurrent resolution
congratulating the American Veterinary
Medical Association on its centennial; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HAYS:

H. Con. Res. 194. Concurrent resolution
authorizing the printing of additional coples
of the “Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag'; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. MADDEN:

H. Con. Res. 195. Concurrent resolution
relating to Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia
independence; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. NYGAARD:

H. Con. Res. 198. Concurrent resoclution
establishing a Commission on Congressional
Identification; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. BRUCE:

H. Res. 434. Resolution establishing a Spe-
clal Committee on Captive Natlons; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CLEVELAND:

H. Res. 435. Resolution establishing a Spe-
clal Committee on the Captive Nations; to
the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. McCORMACK :

HR.7532. A bill for the relief of James
D. W. Blyth, his wife Jean Mary Blyth, and
their daughter Penelope Jean Blyth; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 7533. A bill for the relief of Demetrios
Dousopoulos; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MONAGAN:

H.R.7534. A bill for the relief of Salvatore
Geraci, his wife, Antonietta Geracl, and their
four minor children; to the Committee on
the Judiclary,

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H.R. 7535. A bill for the relief of Theodo-
slos N. Koglonis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of California:

H.R. 7536. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Sara
Farber Caponigro; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. STAEBLER:

H.R.T7537. A bill for the rellef of Myung
Sook Yun Pak; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr, STINSON:

H.R.75638. A bill for the relief of Mariano
Cabanilla; to the Committee on the
Judieciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

195. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
R. F. Nichols, and others, Political Action
Committee, Veterans of World War I, Na-
tlonal Headquarters, Los Angeles, Callf.,
petitioning consideration of their resolution
with reference to their proposal of a plan for
the awarding of a pension of at least $100 a
month to the veterans of World War I, which
was referred to the Committee on Rules.
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